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ABSTRACT
The current project introduced prey drive theory, a new conceptualization of human
violence perpetration adapted from canine training and breeding literature. As with canines, prey
drive theory conceptualizes human aggression as a manifestation of genetically predisposed
dominance and competitiveness. To evaluate the concept of human prey drive, the current study
developed a prey drive model of sexual violence that was tested within a community sample of
men (N = 662). Four latent trait clusters formed the foundation of the model: sexualized prey
dominance, sexualized prey pursuit, antagonistic preparedness, and malevolent personality. A
new scale, the Masculine Dominance Index, was developed to measure sexualized prey
dominance. This prey drive model was expected to approximate or exceed the predictive validity
of the gold standard in sexual violence research, the confluence mediational model (Malamuth et
al., 1995). Using structural equation modeling, this prey drive model accounted for 22% of the
variance in male sexual violence perpetration. While providing substantial support for prey drive
theory, this model fell short of the 26% of the variance usually accounted for by the confluence
mediational model. The four latent trait clusters introduced in prey drive theory warrant
continued attention in sexual violence research. Future work should also include additional tests
of prey drive theory in men and women, as well as improve upon the prey drive model of male
sexual violence.

x

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Scientists marvel at the predatory competence of the great white, praising its speed, brute
strength, sensory acuity, and apparent determination, but man is a predator of far more
spectacular ability. The shark does not have dexterity, guile, deceit, cleverness, or disguise. It
also does not have our brutality, for man does things to man that sharks could not dream of
doing. Deep in our cells we know this, so occasional fear of another human being is natural.
~De Becker, The Gift of Fear, p. 283
You know, I’m automatically attracted to beautiful—I just start kissing them. It’s like a magnet.
Just kiss. I don’t even wait. And when you’re a star, they let you do it. You can do
anything…grab ‘em by the pussy. You can do anything.
~United States President Donald J. Trump, 2005

Population-based surveys indicate approximately one in six US women experience sexual
violence in their lifetime (Kilpatrick, Edmunds, & Seymour, 1992; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000),
although less than 20% report it to law enforcement (Kilpatrick et al., 1992; Tjaden & Thoennes,
2006; Wolitzky-Taylor et al., 2011). Sexual violence is more prevalent on college campuses, as
20-25% of college women are victimized (Krebs, Lindquist, Warner, Fisher, & Martin, 2009).
Sexual minority women have an even greater risk. Nearly 3 out of 4 lesbian and bisexual women
report sexual violence that occurred in adulthood, with 79% of those assaults perpetrated by men
(Hequembourg, Livingston, & Parks, 2013).
Men self-report perpetrating sexual violence in numbers consistent with victim reports.
Many admit to committing the act multiple times (Abbey & McAuslan, 2004; Mouilso &
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Calhoun, 2012; Russell & King, 2016, 2017a; Widman, Olson, & Bolen, 2013). Between 25%
and 58% of men report sexual violence perpetration while in college or university (Parkhill &
Abbey, 2008; Russell, 2016), and between 30% and 59% report it in communities (Abbey,
Jacques-Tiura, & Lebreton, 2011; Russell, 2016; Russell & King, 2016, 2017a; Widman et al.,
2013). In a study comparing a convicted population to a group of community men, the two
groups did not statistically differ in their rates of self-reported sexual violence (59% and 68%,
respectively; Widman et al., 2013). Indeed, these rates have been relatively unchanged over the
last several decades in spite of increased awareness and prevention efforts (Kilpatrick et al.,
1992; Russell & King, 2017a). The goal of the present research was to: 1) lay the foundation for
improved prevention strategies by exploring new methods and motives that may be associated
with sexual violence perpetration; 2) develop a concise instrument to measure one of the more
pernicious aspects of the sexually violent personality; and 3) introduce a conceptualization of
competition and dominance that may contribute to a range of violent behaviors, including sexual
violence.
Project Definitions and Scope
Sexual Violence, Aggression, and Coercion
There are numerous terms and definitions for sexually violent acts (e.g., rape, sexual
assault, sexual violence). To reduce confusion, three terms will be used in this research. Sexual
aggression is defined as the use or threat of physical force, non-consensual touching/kissing,
frotteuristic behavior, and/or the use of drugs or alcohol to force compliance with an unwanted
sexual act. Sexual coercion describes nonphysical means of gaining sexual contact, such as using
lies, guilt, non-physical threats, harassment, and false promises (Baumeister, Catanese, &
Wallace, 2002; DeGue & DiLillo, 2004; Russell & King, 2016). Sexual violence (SV) is the
2

global term for all non-consensual or unwanted sexual activity (i.e., sexual aggression and
coercion).
It is acknowledged that SV occurs between pairs of men, pairs of women, and women
can victimize men (Baumeister et al., 2002; Russell, Doan, & King, 2017). These acts are
beyond the scope of this study. Pedophilia is also beyond the scope of this project, as it has
different etiological and perpetrator characteristics (Carvalho & Nobre, 2012; Gannon, Collie,
Ward, & Thakker, 2008; Seto, 2008; Seto & Lalumière, 2010). The present research focuses
solely on heterosexual and bisexual male perpetrators who victimize females. Consistent with
empirical literature using similar measurement instruments, adults are defined as those over the
age of 14 (Abbey et al., 2011; Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987; Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Koss
& Oros, 1982; Parkhill & Abbey, 2008), with the recognition that the legal age for sexual
consent varies by jurisdiction (Baumeister et al., 2002).
Evolutionary Concepts
The current project addressed SV from an evolutionary perspective. Evolution refers to
the Darwinian concepts of natural selection (Darwin, 1859) and sexual selection (Darwin, 1871).
Natural selection is the process by which organisms develop characteristics to successfully
negotiate environmental contingencies (e.g., immunity to bacterial strains), thereby increasing
the probability of reproduction and survival of the species (Darwin, 1859). Sexual selection
refers to the reproductive advantage conferred by developing characteristics potential mates find
attractive, desirable, and distinctive from intrasexual rivals (e.g., physical strength, fertility,
resource provisioning), as well as the ability to choose between potential suitors (Buss, 2003,
2009; Buss & Shackelford, 2008; Darwin, 1871; Hosken & House, 2011; Shackelford, Schmitt,
& Buss, 2005). Thus, traits developed through natural selection are species-typical and aid in the
3

“struggle for life” (Darwin, 1859, pp. 126–127), whereas sexually selected traits provide an
advantage over same-species, same-sex rivals when competing for reproductive opportunities
(Darwin, 1871; Hosken & House, 2011).
Evolutionary psychology applies the principles of selection to the human brain and
behavior. Rather than being a subfield of psychology, evolutionary psychology is a metatheory
and perspective from which researchers can generate new hypotheses from psychological
domains, evolutionary biology, cognitive neuroscience, anthropology, and other allied fields
(Cosmides & Tooby, 2013; McKibbin, Shackelford, Goetz, & Starratt, 2008; Shackelford, Goetz,
Liddle, & Bush, 2012; Tooby & Cosmides, 1992, 2005). Evolutionary psychology has been
described as the second wave of the cognitive revolution (Cosmides & Tooby, 2013). The first
involved understanding the brain’s computational processes (e.g., perception, attention, learning,
memory), and the second explores ways in which selection produced domain-specific, modular
computational systems in the brain to regulate behavior and physiology (Cosmides & Tooby,
2013; Fodor, 1983; Pinker, 2002). Evolutionary psychologists, therefore, do not conceptualize
the brain as a single organ, but rather as “a set of organs, each with its own evolutionary history
and its own specialized function” (Shackelford et al., 2012, p. 5).
Misconceptions of Evolutionary Theories of Sexual Violence
Evolutionary psychology inspired the current theory and its associated SV model. There
are common misconceptions regarding evolutionary explanations of SV that require clarification.
The first is that evolution somehow excuses SV and justifies female oppression. This argument is
a naturalistic fallacy, or erroneously deriving what should be from what is (McKibbin et al.,
2008). More specifically, those committing the naturalistic fallacy often insist evolutionary
research excuses SV as natural and/or inevitable (Huppin & Malamuth, 2017). This idea is
4

rejected here and in the body of literature, as developing an understanding of a phenomenon like
SV does not justify it or make it “right” (e.g., Buss, 2009; Buss & Schmitt, 2011; Confer et al.,
2010; Goetz & Shackelford, 2006; Liddle & Shackelford, 2009; McKibbin et al., 2008). Genetic
determinism, or the belief that genes regulate behavior with relatively little input from the
environment, also reflects an inaccurate understanding of models derived from natural selection
(Buss, 2005). A tenet of evolutionary psychology is that selection shapes the modular
information-processing centers in the brain, which then interact with the environment to produce
behaviors (Cosmides & Tooby, 2013; Shackelford et al., 2012). Thus, evolutionary models
necessarily include an interaction with environmental factors, and reject the premise that humans
are “hardwired” for behaviors (including those for SV).
Feminist Darwinian Models of Sexual Violence
Early work by feminist SV researchers also inspired concepts in the current model of
sexual violence. Historically, many feminist scholars argue SV occurs so men can dominate,
control, and subjugate women to maintain the patriarchy (e.g., Brownmiller, 1975). Because
many of these scientists suggest SV is a learned behavior related to power, the idea that
evolution and sexual desire could motivate sexually violent behavior is viewed with varying
degrees of skepticism (e.g., Brownmiller, 1975; Smith & Konik, 2011; Vandermassen, 2011).
These differences in opinion have caused a schism between the evolutionary and feminist camps
(for elaboration on this topic, see Buss & Schmitt, 2011; Smith & Konik, 2011; Vandermassen,
2011). However, some “feminist Darwinians” have argued these two perspectives are not
mutually exclusive (e.g., Malamuth, 1986, 1998; Vandermassen, 2011). Indeed, the confluence
mediational model (CMM; Malamuth, 1998; Malamuth & Hald, 2016; Malamuth, Sockloskie,
Koss, & Tanaka, 1991) is one of the most well-validated models of SV, and it has both feminist
5

and evolutionary factors. Malamuth and colleagues argue for an interaction between two
constellations: (learned) hostility towards women and (evolved) preference for sexual variety
(i.e., unrestricted sociosexuality). A goal of the present research is to follow Malamuth and
others’ lead by making a case for dominance, competition, and sexual arousal interacting to
produce SV. Thus, the current model is best understood as a feminist Darwinian model.
Cooperation, Competition, and Conflict
Males and females of most species have diverse repertoires of cooperative and
exploitative processes for maximizing genetic fitness. Cooperative relationships tend to increase
both parties’ evolutionary fitness, whereas exploitative relationships increase the fitness of one
individual over the other (Crawford & Salmon, 2012; Kenrick, Groth, Trost, & Sadalla, 1993;
Kenrick & Trost, 1989). Courtship is one example of reproductive cooperation. Courtship
behavior varies among species, but its function is usually similar in that it allows the parties to
establish basic reproductive requirements (e.g., mate with the proper species) and genetic
potential (e.g., ability to provide resources, fertility). Courtship ends with copulation in some
species. In those with cooperative parenting, behaviors similar to courtship (i.e., pair bond
maintenance) may continue throughout the relationship (Crawford & Salmon, 2012).
Although acts associated with mate acquisition are cooperative in some ways,
competition drives much of the selection processes. Intrasexual competition inflicts severe costs
on both males and females struggling to gain access to desirable members of the opposite sex.
These competitions function as self-enhancement strategies for making one party more appealing
to potential mates and rendering rivals less attractive by comparison (Buss & Dedden, 1990). In
the majority of species, direct (physical) aggression demonstrates a male’s strength and virility
(e.g., Buss, 2007; Crawford & Salmon, 2012; Darwin, 1859, 1871), although direct aggression
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occurs in females, as well (for a review, see Rosvall, 2011). Indirect (non-physical) intrasexual
competition tactics also appear in both sexes, including derogating same-sex rivals to impugn
their status and reputation (Buss & Dedden, 1990), joining groups to elevate individual status
(Buss & Shackelford, 1997), and socially excluding same-sex competitors to limit interaction
with potential mates (Carter, Montanaro, Linney, & Campbell, 2015; Russell & King, 2017b).
Sexual conflict describes the battle for evolutionary fitness between members of the
opposite sex. This intersexual competition seems most related to the asymmetrical minimum
parental investment between males and females. Thanks to internal fertilization, females in many
species (particularly mammals) spend more time ensuring offspring survival than do their male
counterparts. In humans, a female’s minimum investment is at least nine months, whereas a
male’s minimum obligation may be no more than a few minutes (Shackelford et al., 2012;
Trivers, 1972). Trivers (1972) described outcomes of this disparity with parental investment
theory. According to parental investment theory, the sex making the greater obligatory parental
investment will be more discriminating and adopt long-term mating strategies, and the sex
making the lesser investment will compete more fiercely for access to partners and adopt shortterm mating strategies (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Trivers, 1972). The consequences of
disparate parental investments are profound and can account for numerous phenomena, including
general aggression and SV (e.g., Buss, 2005, 2007; Buss & Dedden, 1990; McKibbin et al.,
2008; Shackelford et al., 2012).
Animal versus Human Aggression
Classic physiological psychology experiments have traced the neural mechanisms
triggering predatory behavior to fairly well differentiated substrates. The goal of this early
research was to establish precise links between subcortical limbic and motor pathways mediating
7

predatory and other aggressive behavior in both lower and higher order species (Mogenson,
Jones, & Yim, 1980). Considerable empirical investigation has centered on the lateral
hypothalamus’s medial forebrain bundle. Electrical stimulation of this area in rodents and cats
leads to predatory attack and sexual arousal (Glickman & Schiff, 1967), the valence of which
appears modulated by other limbic structures (Sibole, Miller, & Mogenson, 1971; Siegel &
Flynn, 1968; Siegel & Skog, 1970). Lesions on the ventromedial hypothalamus (Grossman,
1966) or septum (Brady & Nauta, 1953) also generate rage-like reactions. Thus, it appears as if
neural mechanisms translate primal needs into species-typical, goal-directed pursuit. Considering
these limbic influences, animal aggression has historically been classified as predatory,
instrumental, fear-induced, maternal, sex-related, irritable, and/or territorial in nature (Mogenson
et al., 1980). Experimental paradigms validated these classification schemes by manipulating
stimulus qualities like fear induction, crowding, reward contingencies, mate availability, and, in
the case of predatory aggression, the presence of food and other satiation sources (McEllistrem,
2004; Popova, Nikulina, & Kulikov, 1993).
Identifying the neural mechanisms involved in human aggression has proven more
complicated than predicted by early animal research. Aggression appears to be triggered from
similar subcortical substrates in both animals and humans, but cortical appraisals and executive
functions disproportionately regulate the valence and directionality of these motivated acts in
humans. Human neuroimaging research demonstrates prefrontal cortical inhibitory processes
dampen aggressive impulses arising from subcortical sources (Fanning, Keedy, Berman, Lee, &
Coccaro, 2017), such that damage to the prefrontal lobe often compromises impulse control and
some aspects of social information processing (Anderson, Bechara, Damasio, Tranel, &
Damasio, 1999; Prigatano, 1992). Psychological disorders with impulsive and aggressive
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symptomology (e.g., substance abuse, attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder) often co-occur
with dysfunction in the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (Brower & Price, 2001). Injuries to the
orbitofrontal and ventromedial prefrontal cortices impair empathic capacity and the ability to
integrate the affective values of stimuli via the amygdala, ventral striatum, and other processing
centers (Liu, Hairston, Schrier, & Fan, 2011). Although many neuropsychological studies of
sexually violent individuals fail to classify sex offenders into homogeneous subgroups (Joyal,
Beaulieu-Plante, & de Chantérac, 2014; e.g., pedophiles, rapists of adults; Joyal et al., 2007),
research suggests there is similar frontal lobe dysfunction in sexually violent individuals relative
to peers with more generalized aggression; however, sex offenders often have frontotemporal
anomalies, as well, particularly in the left hemisphere (Flor-Henry, 1987; Gillespie & McKenzie,
2000; Joyal et al., 2014, 2007; Lang, 1993; O’Carroll, 1989). In sum, it appears the superordinate
role of cognitive prefrontal executive functions in tempering primal reactions differentiates
humans from most other animal species (Niendam, Laird, Ray, Dean, & Carter, 2012).
Acts of human aggression are generally classified as either proactive or reactive. Reactive
acts are impulsive, disinhibited responses to perceived threats. Reactive aggression stems from
the frustration-aggression model (Berkowitz, 1993), and it manifests as an angry, defensive
response to provocation. Individuals with a tendency towards reactive aggression exhibit hostile
attributional biases when situations are ambiguous and potentially provocative. Interpreting these
ambiguous stimuli as malicious triggers retaliatory, defensive reactions to perceived threats
(Crick & Dodge, 1996; Dodge & Crick, 1990). Conversely, proactive aggression is characterized
as motivated (need-based), calculated, unprovoked, instrumental, and strategic (Crick & Dodge,
1996; Vitaro & Brendgen, 2005). Proactive aggression emerged from social learning theory
(Bandura, 1969), and it is a means of obtaining a desired goal. Individuals who aggress
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proactively consider several criteria before making behavioral responses (e.g., likely outcome,
degree of confidence in the ability to succeed), and they tend to expect positive (desired)
outcomes from aggressive acts (Crick & Dodge, 1996; Dodge & Crick, 1990).
Prey Drive Theory
The current project introduced prey drive theory, a framework for conceptualizing human
aggression by considering factors found in animal aggression. As an initial test of prey drive
theory, this study attempted to measure canine aggression factors such as dominance and
competitiveness in a national sample of men to establish associations between these prey drive
theoretical trait dimensions and self-reported sexual violence. The addition of these factors was
expected to enhance the predictive validity of common SV models like the CMM (Malamuth et
al., 1991).
Prey Drive as an Animal Construct
Prey drive is a colloquial phrase from canine training and breed-related literature
referring to an animal’s willingness to engage in predation and competition. In domesticated
animals, it manifests as enjoyment of games simulating the detection, chase, and capture of
quarry (e.g., chasing a lure on a flirt pole, fetching a ball). Animals with high prey drive also
establish ownership and dominance by defending their possessions and territory from intra- and
interspecies adversaries (Wilsson & Sundgren, 1997), which is seen in domesticated dogs when
they play games like tug of war. Canines with high prey drive are often trained as police,
military, and guard dogs because of their tenacity and ability to fixate on a target, even when
dangerous stimuli are present (Miklósi, Turcsán, & Kubinyi, 2014; Slabbert & Odendaal, 1999;
Wilsson & Sundgren, 1997). Some dogs are bred specifically for high prey drive traits (Wilsson
& Sundgren, 1997), but these canines can be poorly suited for companionship or service work
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when young or untrained since they often neurotically search for prey when bored. If prey is
detected, they may pursue the target by digging out of the yard, pulling uncontrollably on leash,
or knocking people over (Minhinnick, Papet, Stephenson, & Stephenson, 2016; Toya, Jamieson,
Baxter, & Murray, 2017). Obsessive-compulsive behaviors like chasing tails, lights, and shadows
are also associated with high levels of prey drive (Dodman & Shuster, 2005).
From an evolutionary perspective, prey drive is an adaptation associated with sustenance
acquisition and mate value. It is dimensional, and animals with high levels are more likely to
pursue targets with intense vigor and enthusiasm, sometimes leading to aggression and the
quarry’s destruction upon capture (Cablk & Heaton, 2006; Hurt & Smith, 2009; Minhinnick et
al., 2016; Toya et al., 2017). Aggression and hyper-competitiveness associated with elevated
prey drive expose the organism to physical risk that may result in injury or death. Low prey drive
is similarly maladaptive and can result in malnutrition, making the animal weak and vulnerable
to predators. Reproductive opportunities are also scarce for apathetic organisms. Thus, a
balanced approach/avoidance strategy confers the greatest evolutionary advantage (Barrett,
2015).
Prey Drive as a Human Construct
No known theory to date has adapted prey drive to humans. As with canines, the human
willingness to compete for and maintain ownership of a desired target using dominance is
conceptualized as an evolutionary, dimensional construct. The central premise behind prey drive
theory is that human prey drive is expressed in competitive situations (e.g., playing sports,
hunting scarce resources) and in the pursuit of reproductive opportunities. It is proposed that
normal (average) levels of prey drive behavior lead to more reproductive opportunities with
willing partners. Below average levels, or inhibition, of prey drive may reduce perceived mate
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value and the probability of reproductive success. Sexually violent individuals are expected to
have above average levels, or disinhibition, of prey drive. It is assumed high prey drive leads to
short-term reproductive opportunities (sometimes taken by force or manipulation), but the
aggression associated with these tactics also heightens the risk of injury, death, and/or expulsion
from the social group. Thus, as with lower order animals, balancing approach and avoidance is
the most advantageous strategy. The current study proposes the first test of prey drive theory in
SV perpetration.
Dominance and Competitiveness in Canids
Canids (e.g., wild and domestic dogs, jackals, coyotes) are commonly referred to as pack
hunters and/or social predators because they live and hunt in groups (i.e., packs). Although there
is intra- and intergroup variation related to resource availability, most packs have social
hierarchies based on individual members’ level of agonistic dominance (Cafazzo, Bonanni,
Valsecchi, & Natoli, 2014; Cafazzo, Valsecchi, Bonanni, & Natoli, 2010). Within- and betweenpack agonistic dominance behavior includes threatening vocalizations and postures, chasing, and
physical combat. These behaviors often continue until one animal signals submission (e.g.,
muzzle licking, flattening ears, tucking tail; Schenkel, 1967). In the absence of valuable
resources (e.g., food, estrous females), aggression is somewhat uncommon between canids, as
lower status canids attempt to maintain social hierarchies by behaving submissively towards
higher-ranking others. When resources are introduced, the pack members may engage in
agonistic competition, with victors enjoying priority access to the resource. The social hierarchy
emerging from the latest round of competition is often relatively stable during non-competitive
periods (e.g., Cafazzo et al., 2010; Ghosh, Choudhuri, & Pal, 1984; Pal, Ghosh, & Roy, 1999).
Female canids participate in dominant physical aggression for resources and to protect offspring,
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but they generally defer to the dominant males during non-competitive periods (Cafazzo et al.,
2010; Schenkel, 1947, 1967).
Access to resources does not always correspond with dominance rank and aggression.
Males may yield to females when necessary (e.g., during estrous), and both sexes tend to allow
juveniles feeding priority (Cafazzo et al., 2010). Additionally, seemingly unprovoked aggression
in the absence of resources can result in the expulsion or death of pack members. Higher-ranking
canids are known to attack the lowest, weakest members of the pack, as well as those who
violate pack norms. This bullying behavior may be repeated numerous times until the lower
ranking animal separates from the pack or dies. Upon their departure, the next lowest canid
becomes susceptible to attack (Mech, 1970; Schenkel, 1947).
Intrasexual competition and sexual conflict between pack mates have been tied closely to
the dominance found in their hunting and social hierarchy formations. In free-ranging domestic
dogs, some powerful males use SV to copulate with females, including domination and
intimidation tactics (Cafazzo et al., 2014), physical aggression prior to mating, and physical
restraint to force copulation (Ghosh et al., 1984; Pal, 2003, 2011; Pal et al., 1999). Males may
also aggress against females while they are mating with another male (Cafazzo et al., 2014).
Intrasexual competition between males escalates in the presence of estrous females. These
behaviors include increasing general aggression and intimidation during courting, as well as
interfering with other males during copulation (Cafazzo et al., 2010; Daniels, 1983; Pal, 2003;
Pal et al., 1999). The male domination efforts often pay off, as females tend to select the pack’s
most dominant males for mating. This results in greater reproductive success in high-ranking
males relative to their less dominant rivals (Cafazzo et al., 2014).
Notably, the SV that occurs in domestic dogs is uncommon in their ancestor, the wolf
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(canis lupus). Wolf packs typically consist of a mated (monogamous) pair, their offspring, and
offspring helpers from previous litters. The mated pair is the top of the pack hierarchy, all pack
members help raise offspring, and unrelated wolves infrequently join the group (Mech, 1999).
The reasons for this difference between wolves and their direct descendants is unclear, but the
general consensus is that interaction with humans during domestication may be involved
(Cafazzo et al., 2014; Lord, Feinstein, Smith, & Coppinger, 2013).
Cooperation and play is commonly observed in packs, and these interactions generally
reflect the group’s social hierarchy (Bauer & Smuts, 2007; Cafazzo et al., 2010). Both males and
females work together to fend off attack from other packs (Bonanni, Valsecchi, & Natoli, 2010;
Pal et al., 1999), particularly when the odds are unfavorable based on relative group size.
Paradoxically, smaller packs often have an advantage in inter-pack conflicts. This is due to an
inverse relationship between ingroup cooperation and pack size (Bonanni et al., 2010),
suggesting social loafing and free riding in canid packs is a contagion, consistent with human
models of contingent cooperation (e.g., Kurzban & Houser, 2005). Canines also behave
altruistically when it benefits kin (i.e., kin selection behavior; Hamilton, 1964) or affiliative
partners (e.g., friends; Bonanni et al., 2010). Although rarely used in this branch of scientific
inquiry, the confluence of the above described hunting, dominance, intermittent aggression, and
play behavior in wild and domestic canids is consistent with the prey drive concept found in
canine training and breeding literature.
Dominance and Competition in Humans
Much like canines, humans evolved as social animals who live in groups to survive
(Darwin, 1871). Collectively sharing food, labor, parenting, and defense provided the earliest
humans with a buffer against external threats and increased their probability of finding mates
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(e.g., Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bowlby & Zeanah, 1988; Kenrick, Li, & Butner, 2003).
Humans therefore evolved with powerful mechanisms for maintaining social bonds, and are
adept at detecting social exclusion cues (Baumeister, Brewer, Tice, & Twenge, 2007; Baumeister
& Leary, 1995; Kerr & Levine, 2008; Leary & Baumeister, 2000). Human social structures are
similar to those found in canids and other animals in that they are a set of implicit or explicit
prescriptive rules and norms constraining individual behavior based on status. The greater an
individual’s status, the greater the priority for access to resources (Cummins, 2000). To remain
in a social hierarchy, individuals must learn the group rules and expectations for their given
status, and then comply with those norms or face punishment (Cummins, 2000, 2005). Higher
status individuals monitor those below them for non-compliance, thereby protecting priority
access to resources and reaffirming dominance (Cummins, 1999, 2005). Dominant behavior has
evolutionary payoffs for men, as women rate dominant males more sexually attractive, but
women do not enjoy the same benefit from dominant behavior (Sadalla, Kenrick, & Vershure,
1987). This outcome is consistent with sexual selection, as dominant males are perceived as
more virile, able to provide more resources to the family, and better able to protect offspring
when necessary. Conversely, men notice signs of reproductive potential and health in women
(Buss & Shackelford, 2008; Kenrick, Neuberg, Zierk, & Krones, 1994; Kenrick & Trost, 1989;
Sadalla et al., 1987; Shackelford, Schmitt, et al., 2005).
Humans commonly live among relatives and others who are not genetically related,
which is distinct among most species (Kurzban & Neuberg, 2005). Canids also cohabitate with
non-related others, but it occurs less frequently than with humans (Schleidt & Shalter, 2003). It is
not unusual for either species to live and cooperate with kin, as survival of a kin’s genes
enhances individual fitness (if the cost is not too great; i.e., kin selection; Hamilton, 1964).
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However, regular involvement with outsiders is noteworthy, as it comes with considerable risk to
evolutionary fitness (e.g., agonistic conflict, pathogens; Kurzban & Neuberg, 2005). There is the
potential for abuse of group collective actions by free riders who take advantage of group work
products without making individual contributions (Cosmides & Tooby, 2013; Tooby &
Cosmides, 1992). Free riders threaten group stability, as non-cooperative behavior is contagious
(e.g., Kurzban & Houser, 2005) and unsustainable (Cosmides & Tooby, 2013). Humans have
become sensitive to the threat of free riders, and new group members are judged based on their
perceived trustworthiness and cooperativeness above all other traits (Cottrell, Neuberg, & Li,
2005). Free riders who infiltrate groups provoke anger and receive harsh punishment, as ingroup
members often willingly incur costs for the opportunity to inflict punishment on norm violators
(Roth, 1995), even when stakes are high for the punisher (Hoffman, McCabe, & Smith, 1996).
Social hierarchies are clearly important in human daily life, as status determines access to
group resources (Cummins, 2005). Sports and other competitive endeavors simulate changes in
social hierarchies, and both competitors and fans have similar physiological and psychological
responses to winning and losing as they do when experiencing changes in social status
(Cummins, 2005). Individuals who win competitions experience testosterone increases not found
in the losers (Jiménez, Aguilar, & Alvero-Cruz, 2012), even when the competition is not physical
(Mazur, Booth, & Jr., 1992). Cortisol is a hormone associated with physical and social stress,
and men and women with high baseline testosterone experience cortisol reduction when they
win. They also maintain elevated levels of testosterone and are more likely to repeat the same
competition, thereby demonstrating preparedness for subsequent challenges to their status.
Individuals with high basal testosterone who lose a competition have increased cortisol levels
and are less likely to repeat the contest (Mehta, Jones, & Josephs, 2008). In comparison,
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individuals in low socioeconomic categories also have higher cortisol levels relative to higher
socioeconomic peers (e.g., Kapuku, Treiber, & Davis, 2002), even when controlling for objective
factors such as smoking and access to healthcare (e.g., McEwan & Wingfield, 2003).
Social hierarchies affect human psychological processes, as well. Individuals have a
fundamental need to belong, with fluctuations in self-esteem providing feedback regarding group
standing. High levels of self-esteem often indicate successful social inclusion, and low selfesteem can be an early warning of potential or actual social rejection (e.g., Baumeister et al.,
2007; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Kerr & Levine, 2008; Leary & Baumeister, 2000). Social
rejection causes a neurological response in the dorsal anterior cingulate cortex, which is the same
area associated with physical pain (Eisenberger, 2012; Lieberman, Eisenberger, & Lieberman,
2006). Individuals commonly respond to the pain of rejection with feelings of hostility (Bondü &
Richter, 2016a, 2016b; Romero-Canyas, Downey, Berenson, Ayduk, & Kang, 2010; RomeroCanyas, Downey, Reddy, et al., 2010), and those who are overly sensitive to rejection may
become hypervigilant to rejection cues and react with direct or indirect aggression to reaffirm
their status (Bondü & Richter, 2016a, 2016b; Romero-Canyas, Downey, Berenson, et al., 2010).
Establishing social hierarchies and striving for dominance begins early in human life.
Social dominance has been noted in toddlers and is one of the most stable personality traits
across the life span (Cummins, 2005). Play group members as young as 2-years vary across the
social dominance trait dimension, and there are signs of hierarchical organization within their
group processes (Frankel & Arbel, 1980). Toddlers also notice when resources are not
distributed in favor of socially dominant individuals (Enright, Gweon, & Sommerville, 2017),
and children from 3- to 5-years can reliably identify dominant individuals based on non-verbal
cues like physical appearance and body posture (Brey & Shutts, 2015). Indeed, the
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preponderance of evidence suggests rapid onset of implicit preferences for dominance and
ingroups early in life, which persists well into adulthood (Dunham, Baron, & Banaji, 2008).
Prey Drive Theory of Sexual Violence
The prey drive theory of SV is conceptualized as a manifestation of proactive and
reactive sexual aggression arising from the disinhibited primal need to compete and dominate
others. The primal domination instinct is hypothesized to be reflected most purely in the prey
drive construct of sexualized prey dominance. The instinct to compete fiercely when challenged
is reflected most directly in the construct of sexualized prey pursuit. The latent prey drive
construct of antagonistic preparedness reflects cost-inflicting and cost-defensive variants of
social hierarchy maintenance tactics exemplified by a willingness to control group members with
shows of strength and virility. The malevolent personality traits construct includes evolutionarily
adaptive, but interpersonally aversive, personality styles that have predicted SV in past works
(e.g., Malamuth et al., 1991; Russell & King, 2016). In contrast to peers with intact prefrontal
cortical inhibition, learned cognitive appraisals, evolutionary tendencies, and malevolent, selfgratifying personality traits are hypothesized to direct and enhance prey drive in susceptible men.
Sex drive in these men may also become disinhibited by targets who are perceived as weak and
vulnerable, resulting in proactive, predatory SV. When presented with unattainable sexual
targets, men with disinhibited prey drive may become sexually aroused and enraged, resulting in
impulsive, reactive sexual violence. By gaining control over these women and punishing them
for perceived slights or weaknesses, sexually violent males are able to maintain their belief in
their own superiority. Prey drive theory of sexual violence can therefore be summarized as the
need to affirm power and establish dominance with SV as a function of target vulnerability (X *
Y). Specifically, disinhibited prey drive is expected to be maximally activated by targets
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perceived as weak and vulnerable, maximally frustrated by targets perceived as rejecting or
unattainable, and maximally sated by completed sexual contact, taken by force if necessary.
The Confluence Mediational Model Framework for Sexual Violence Perpetration
A widely used, feminist Darwinian model of SV is Malamuth and colleagues’ confluence
mediational model, or CMM (Malamuth et al., 1991). The CMM includes two proximal, latent
trait constellations that predict SV: an evolutionary preference for non-committed and unattached
sexual partners (unrestricted sociosexuality) and learned hostility towards women (hostile
masculinity). While each path independently predicts SV, men high on both report the greatest
number of sexually violent acts. Distal predictors of unrestricted sociosexuality and hostile
masculinity often include antisocial, narcissistic, and/or sadistic personality traits (e.g.,
Malamuth, Linz, Heavey, Barnes, & Acker, 1995; Malamuth et al., 1991; Russell & King, 2016,
2017a), childhood victimization, juvenile delinquency (e.g., Abbey et al., 2011; Malamuth et al.,
1995, 1991), and anxious attachment to mother (Russell & King, 2016). High levels of hostile
masculinity and unrestricted sociosexuality also relate to the misperception and sexualization of
female social cues (Jacques-Tiura, Abbey, Parkhill, & Zawacki, 2007).
Sexualized Prey Dominance
Following the lead of Malamuth et al. (1991; 1995), the prey drive model includes two
proximal latent variables. The first constellation is an adaptation of the traditional hostile
masculinity construct, which is called sexualized prey dominance. Sexualized prey dominance is
conceptualized as a learned trait that is situationally activated. Like the CMM’s hostile
masculinity construct, it is believed sexualized prey dominance is the result of societies and
subcultures encouraging males to express “masculine,” dominant qualities, while punishing the
expression of “feminine” qualities like kindness and empathy (Malamuth, 1996; Malamuth,
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Heavey, & Linz, 1996; Malamuth et al., 1991). Malamuth et al (1995) posited anxiousness and
fear of rejection drive behaviors in highly hostile and masculine adult males. Aggression relieves
these anxieties by allowing men to control and dominate women and live up to the male
superiority expectations entrenched in them since childhood (Malamuth et al., 1995).
Developing interventions targeting hostile masculinity has been challenging because
consistency across studies is lacking. Observed factors loading on hostile masculinity in CMM
studies vary and can include a variety of measures of rape myth acceptance, sexual dominance,
negative masculinity, acceptance of interpersonal violence, and/or hostility towards women (e.g.,
Malamuth et al., 1996, 1991; Russell, 2018; Russell & King, 2016, 2017a). While factors like
rape myth acceptance are some of the strongest predictors of SV (e.g., Russell & King, 2016),
the acceptance of rape myths appears to simply reassign blame for one’s sexually violent
behavior rather than capture more insidious variants of masculinity. Indeed, hostility towards
women and rape myth acceptance are also found in women (Russell & King, 2017b). Thus, one
aspect of the current research involves the creation of a single instrument, the Masculine
Dominance Index (Appendix A), to capture the sexualized prey dominance concept. The
Masculine Dominance Index targets three separate but related factors: toxic masculinity,
puritanical masculinity, and ambivalence in sexual situations.
Toxic masculinity. The first scale of the Masculine Dominance Index is the toxic
masculinity scale (TMS). Toxic masculinity has been defined as “socially regressive traits”
found in men, which “serve to foster domination, the devaluation of women, homophobia, and
wanton violence” (Kupers, 2005, p. 714). Although the phrase toxic masculinity is used regularly
in the media (e.g., Scher, 2018) and theoretical writings (e.g., Banet-Weiser & Miltner, 2016;
Kupers, 2005), no known instrument exists to measure the phenomenon and verify it predicts
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outcomes like interpersonal and sexual violence. Thus, the TMS includes items associated with
anger (e.g., It makes me really angry when I flirt with a woman and she blows me off or acts like
a snob), dismissive and aggressive attitudes about non-heterosexual females (e.g., Sexy women
who say they are lesbians just need sex with a real man), social domination of women (e.g.,
Women who act better or smarter than men need a reality check, because this is a man’s world),
and justification for sexual infidelity (e.g., A woman doesn’t have the right to be angry if her
partner cheats. She brought that on herself by not keeping him sexually satisfied).
Puritanical masculinity. Past research implicated the preference for traditional gender
roles and a suspicious cognitive schema in SV perpetration and proposed that this ideology
facilitates a sense of entitlement to sexual access (Russell & King, 2017a). The puritanical
masculinity scale (PMS) attempts to capture these observations by assessing the preference for
traditional gender roles (e.g., I want my long-term partner to be satisfied staying home while I
work), suspicious and judgmental attitudes about women (e.g., When a woman has tattoos, it
really tells me something about her character), and disdain for feminism (e.g., So called
“feminists” are obnoxious and annoying).
Ambivalence in sexual situations. The final Masculine Dominance Index scale is the
ambivalence in sexual situations (ASS) scale. Items on the ASS scale are configured in a blackand-white, double-barreled fashion, and high scorers prefer long-term romantic relationships
with “pure” women (traditional values; chaste) while simultaneously objectifying and/or
expressing sexual desire for “impure” women (non-traditional values, fewer sexual inhibitions).
Stereotypically pure and impure women are described by clothing choice (e.g., I like looking at
ads and commercials with women who dress slutty, but it would make me angry if my long-term
partner dressed that way), body art (e.g., Some women with tattoos and body piercings are sexy,
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but I don’t want my long-term romantic partner to have them), recreational activities (e.g., I
wouldn’t mind having sex with women who party, but I could never marry a woman who parties
often), and sexual behavior (e.g., I would enjoy having sex with women who sleep around, but I
want my long-term partner to be sexually pure).
Although it is generally preferable to avoid double-barreled scale items (DeVellis, 2017),
the tendency to classify women into dichotomous “good” and “bad” categories is the specific
behavior targeted by the ASS scale. These items are emblematic of a tendency to objectify
women and idealize feminine purity in a manner that is often unrealistic and unattainable.
Seemingly pure women who fail to meet the standards of high scorers may become targets of
sexual and non-sexual intimate partner violence, while women who are devalued for being
impure may become targets of SV after they refuse a male sexual access. Strong endorsement of
ASS items also suggests incongruent standards between the sexes, as it excuses and normalizes
impure male behavior while castigating similar behavior in women.
Sexualized Prey Pursuit
The second proximal latent variable in the prey drive model of SV is called sexualized
prey pursuit. This constellation drew inspiration from the CMM’s unrestricted sociosexuality
cluster, as both are evolutionary in nature; however, the behaviors constituting sexualized prey
pursuit are somewhat different. Unrestricted sociosexuality is a preference for casual sex pursued
in a non-committal, game-like fashion (Malamuth et al., 1991). It manifests as emotional
detachment, consensual sex at a young age, numerous sexual partners, frequent “one-nightstands,” and a belief that there will be several sexual partners in the future (Malamuth et al.,
1991; Mouilso & Calhoun, 2012; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Some empirical investigations
of the CMM and unrestricted sociosexuality found support for the construct, with standardized
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beta weights ranging from .19 to .29 in university convenience samples (e.g., Abbey et al., 2011;
Malamuth, 1996). However, other studies found limited or no effects of unrestricted
sociosexuality, particularly in older, national samples (e.g., Calhoun, Bernat, Clum, & Frame,
1997; Russell, 2016). To consider other explanations of these findings, the prey drive model of
SV includes a reconceptualization of evolutionary factors associated with SV.
The sexualized prey pursuit cluster in the prey drive model involves evolutionary mate
retention and guarding techniques. Behaviors in this constellation maintains mates who have
(presumably) already been acquired (Shackelford, Goetz, Buss, Euler, & Hoier, 2005). Mate
retention serves at least two evolutionary functions: deterring rivals from poaching mates and
enticing or threatening a mate to stay in an established relationship (Goetz, Shackelford, Romero,
Kaighobadi, & Miner, 2008; Shackelford et al, 2005). Mate retention and guarding behaviors
therefore reduce the jealousy that occurs when a rival (real or imagined) threatens a valued
sexual relationship (Goetz et al., 2008). Male sexual jealousy is an oft cited cause of physical and
sexual intimate partner violence (e.g., Buss, Shackelford, Choe, Buunk, & Dijkstra, 2000; Goetz
et al., 2008), but few studies have included the effect of mate retention on short-term or recently
acquired partners, or on those with a preference for impersonal sexual. This is noteworthy, as
sexually violent men tend to misperceive female social cues as being sexual in nature (Abbey et
al., 2011). If these men are quick to guard a woman they just met (and misread), violence can
occur when other men interfere or when women refuse sexual advances. Prey drive theory of SV
thus proposes that preference for impersonal sex may be a manifestation of mate retention and
guarding.
As an initial test of this theory, the current project includes the Mate Retention InventoryShort Form (MRI-SF; Buss, Shackelford, & McKibbin, 2008), a measure of mate retention and
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guarding techniques. The MRI-SF includes five scales, which are the factors loading on the
sexualized prey pursuit constellation: intersexual positive inducement (e.g., giving partner gifts),
intersexual negative inducement (e.g., purposely causing partner’s jealousy), direct guarding
(e.g., monopolizing partner’s time and resources), intrasexual possessive public signals (e.g.,
signaling “ownership” of partner in public with physical contact), and intrasexual negative
inducement (e.g., talking to other men about partner’s undesirable traits). Past research
demonstrated male-on-female intimate partner violence in long-term relationships relates to
greater scores on intersexual negative inducement, direct guarding, and intrasexual possessive
public signals, which was independently reported by males and their female victims
(Shackelford, Goetz, et al., 2005). It is unknown if the same scales will predict SV in a national
sample that is not limited to committed partnerships, as in the present research.
Antagonistic Preparedness
All species surviving evolutionary selection pressures developed antagonistic strategies
to defend against the loss of valuable resources and reproductive opportunities (Duntley, 2015).
Social hierarchies played a large role in the survival of several species, including in humans
(e.g., Cummins, 2005). However, there are pathological variants of dimensional traits related to
the maintenance of social hierarchies, and the predictors comprising the antagonistic
preparedness constellation represent cost-inflicting and cost-defensive variants of hierarchy
maintenance tactics that are expected to occur in sexually violent males. These factors involve a
willingness to control other group members by demonstrating strength and virility to rivals.
Individuals with greater scores on these traits hypervigilantly monitor the environment for
threats, and they quickly react to potentially threatening cues. This may cause them to
misperceive others’ intent and overreact with aggression. Thus, the factors in the antagonistic
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preparedness constellation often result in aggression, trait anger, and/or hostile attribution biases,
and they are expected to predict both sexualized prey dominance and sexualized prey pursuit in
the prey drive model.
Disrespect sensitivity. Members of social groups monitor their environment for
individuals who disrespect or violate group norms, and individuals who are hypersensitive to
potentially disrespectful and/or non-conforming cues can have strong reactions when a threat is
detected (McDonald & Asher, 2013). Disrespect sensitivity is included in the current research to
assess for this hypervigilance, and it is divided into three distinct categories to fully assess the
phenomenon: respect importance (the value placed on achieving and maintaining respect),
disrespect expectations (a suspicious cognitive schema suggesting others require careful
monitoring), and negative treatment vigilance (expecting mistreatment from others).
Masculine honor ideology. Antagonistic preparedness also includes masculine honor
ideology, or male preoccupation with maintaining social standing and a strong, virile reputation
(Barnes, Brown, & Osterman, 2012; Rodriguez Mosquera, 2016a). The relationship between
masculine honor ideology and violence perpetration has been robust in national and international
samples, although the use of violence is often seen as an unsophisticated response to masculinity
threats in strict cultures of honor (Rodriguez Mosquera, 2016b). In the present study, it is
expected that high levels of masculine honor ideology will compliment disrespect sensitivity in
the antagonistic preparedness constellation. Disrespect sensitivity is believed to contribute
hypervigilance and masculine honor is expected to provide the impetus to react with aggression
when manhood is challenged in some way.
Malevolent Personality
Malevolent personality is the second and final distal constellation in the prey drive model
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of SV, and it includes three of the four dark tetrad personalities: sadism, psychopathy, and
narcissism (Machiavellianism is the fourth dark personality, and its association with pedophilia
(Thornton, 2003) precludes it from the present research). The malevolent personalities were
initially named the dark triad and only included narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.
Early investigation revealed these three personalities had an overlapping, moderately
intercorrelated dark core of callousness and manipulativeness. Each personality contains these
features, and they also contribute distinctive characteristics to the triad (e.g., narcissism
contributes grandiosity; Jones & Figueredo, 2013). Understanding the triad facilitated new
findings, such as learning dark personalities often have numerous sexual partners (Jonason, Li, &
Webster., 2009; Jonason, Luevano, & Adams, 2012). They also regularly poach mates from
others and are themselves poached, thereby ensuring reproductive success (Jonason, Li, & Buss,
2010). Narcissism and psychopathy have been extensively linked to sexual violence, as well
(e.g., Malamuth, 2003; Mouilso & Calhoun, 2012; Russell & King, 2017a; Wheeler, George, &
Dahl, 2002). Sadism was eventually added to the triad since it shares the dark core, and many
researchers have started calling these malevolent personalities the dark tetrad (Paulhus, 2014;
Paulhus, Curtis, & Jones, 2018; Russell et al., 2017; Russell & King, 2016). Like its dark
counterparts, sadism reliably predicts sexual violence in men (Russell & King, 2016) and in
women (Russell et al., 2017). Sadism also predicts hostile femininity, a cluster of traits
representing female intrasexual violence (Russell & King, 2017b).
Study Goals and Hypotheses
The guiding principle of prey drive theory is that dominance and competitiveness work
similarly in humans and canines in underlying both normal and abnormal aggressive responding.
Normative levels of dominance and competitiveness are expected to be manifested in a diverse
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repertoire of behaviors that allows individuals to express desirable qualities. Dominance and
competitiveness facilitate social hierarchy advancement and increase the likelihood of finding a
mate. It is also believed that behavioral response diversity decreases as dominance and
competitiveness increase, with extreme trait expression constraining individuals to
predominantly exploitative (e.g., coercive, aggressive) reactions in response real or perceived
threats. The current study tests this theory by assessing associations between the constituent trait
dimensions of prey drive and male SV perpetration.
The prey drive model of SV uses the confluence mediational model (Malamuth et al.,
1991) as a framework, and it is similar to the CMM in several ways. The greatest similarity is the
sexualized prey dominance construct. A goal of the prey drive model, however, is to develop a
new instrument called the Masculine Dominance Index to measure sexualized prey dominance.
There are currently several instruments used when examining sexualized prey dominance, and
developing a single, concise measure would aid implementation of new prevention strategies.
Prey drive’s sexualized prey pursuit predictor of SV is similar to the CMM’s unrestricted
sociosexuality in that both are based on evolutionary theory; however, sexualized prey pursuit
involves behaviors like mate guarding, which predicted relationship violence in studies of longterm partners (Shackelford, Goetz, et al., 2005). These behaviors are different from unrestricted
sociosexuality (preferring casual sex). Previous research found no effect of unrestricted
sociosexuality in a national sample of United States males (Russell, 2016), so another goal of the
current project is to determine if the evolutionary behaviors from sexualized prey pursuit directly
predict SV in a similar sample.
Dark personality traits have been included in several CMM studies (e.g., Malamuth et al.,
1991; Russell & King, 2016), and they are used in the prey drive model, as well. In CMM
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research, personality traits predict hostile masculinity but not unrestricted sociosexuality. The
current study expects a path from malevolent personality to sexualized prey dominance and
sexualized prey pursuit, as callousness and manipulativeness (the dark core) could have an effect
on decisions to use aggressive mate retention strategies like direct guarding (e.g., monopolizing a
partner’s time and/or resources) over positive inducement strategies (e.g., buying gifts).
Antagonistic preparedness is a new construct not used in previous CMM work.
Antagonistic preparedness was expected to contribute to the misperception of others’ intentions
and the use of exploitative tactics to achieve sexual contact. Antagonistic preparedness was
expected as well to be associated with sexualized prey dominance and sexualized prey pursuit.
Hypotheses
1. Three factors will emerge from the Masculine Dominance Index
a. Toxic masculinity
b. Puritanical masculinity
c. Ambivalence in sexual situations
2. Sexualized prey dominance will have a significant direct path to SV perpetration
similar to, or greater than, findings from CMM studies of hostile masculinity
(standardized beta range = .15-.44)
3. Sexualized prey pursuit will have a significant direct path to SV perpetration similar
to, or greater than, findings from CMM studies including unrestricted sociosexuality
(standardized beta range = .19-.28)
4. Malevolent personality effects on SV will be fully mediated by sexualized prey
dominance and sexualized prey pursuit, and have significant direct paths to both
constructs
28

5. Antagonistic preparedness effects on SV will be fully mediated by sexualized prey
dominance and sexualized prey pursuit, and have significant direct paths to both
constructs
6. The percentage of SV variance accounted for by the prey drive model will be equal
to, or greater than, tests of the CMM (≈ 26%)
Figure 1 demonstrates the hypothesized latent constructs and paths in the prey drive
model of sexual violence, as well as descriptions of the presumed development of sexualized
prey drive in men.

Figure 1. Hypothesized Latent Constructs in the Prey Drive Model of Sexual Violence
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CHAPTER II
METHODS
Participants
Participants (N = 662) were a national sample from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk),
an online crowdsourcing website that recruits individuals in exchange for financial
compensation. MTurk provides a diverse, community-based sample, and it allows rapid
recruitment of participants (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). MTurk is economical, the
data quality is equal to, and often more valid than, data obtained through traditional
psychological research methods (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Paolacci et al., 2010;
Shapiro, Chandler, & Mueller, 2013). The sample was limited to individuals who lived in the
United States who successfully completed previous tasks with acceptable ratings. MTurk does
not provide access to participant names, thereby protecting confidentiality.
A total of 720 individuals took part in the study; however, 31 participants did not
complete at least 75% of the measures and were excluded from the analyses. Nine more
participants were excluded for reporting their sex as female, 12 were excluded for identifying as
exclusively homosexual, and six were removed for identifying as solely asexual. Thus, the final
sample (N = 662) was comprised of heterosexual (n = 626) and bisexual (n = 36) males living in
the United States. The average age was 36.75 years (SD = 12.60; range = 18 - 77). The majority
identified as Caucasian (73.6%), with relatively equal numbers identifying as Black (8.0%),
Asian (7.6%), Hispanic/Latino (6.9%), Bi-racial (1.8%), Native American (1.1%), and “Other”
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(1.0%). Most participants were either married (42.8%) or single/never married (41.5%), while
7.0% were divorced, 5.9% were engaged to be married, 1.5% were separated, and 1.4% specified
their relationship as “other.”
Materials
Demographics
Basic demographic information was collected, including age, ethnicity, education level,
socioeconomic status, sexual orientation, and marital status.
Masculine Dominance
The Masculine Dominance Index (Appendix A) is a 28-item instrument assessing
malevolent forms of masculinity, and it was developed for use in the current study. Items were
designed to measure three sexualized prey dominance phenomena: toxic masculinity (e.g., Sexy
women who say they are lesbians just need sex with a real man), ambivalence in sexual
situations (e.g., I would enjoy having sex with women who sleep around, but I want my partner to
be sexually pure), and puritanical masculinity (e.g., I want my long-term partner to be satisfied
staying home while I work). Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly
Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree). A factor analysis confirmed the three-factor solution (see
Results), with strong internal consistency (α range = .75 - .91).
Disrespect Sensitivity
The 18-item Disrespect Sensitivity Scale (McDonald, 2008; Appendix B) assessed the
cognitive schema that others will devalue or treat the individual poorly. Items were rated on a 7point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree). Three composite scores
were generated from the scale: respect importance (e.g., It’s more important to be respected than
liked), disrespect expectations (e.g., Signs that others disrespect you are everywhere), and
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negative treatment vigilance (e.g., Lots of people will treat you badly if you’re not careful).
Internal consistency was acceptable in scale development (α range = .74 - .84).
Mate Retention and Guarding
The 38-item Mate Retention Inventory-Short Form (Buss et al., 2008; Appendix C)
measured intra- and intersexual partner retention tactics used in the last year. The intrasexual
manipulation domain is comprised of 2 tactic classifications: intrasexual possessive public
signals (e.g., Gave my partner jewelry to signify that she was taken) and intrasexual negative
inducement (e.g., Told other men that my partner was a pain). The intersexual manipulation
domain is comprised of three tactic classifications: direct guarding (e.g., Insisted that my partner
spend all her free time with me), intersexual negative inducement (e.g., Talked to another woman
at a party to make my partner jealous), and intersexual positive inducement (e.g., Bought my
partner an expensive gift). The standard MRI-SF instructions say “In this study, we are interested
in the acts that people perform in the context of their relationship with their romantic partner. For
each act, use the following scale to indicate how frequently you performed the act within the past
ONE year.” To capture sexualized prey pursuit in the broadest possible group, the present
research amended the MRI-SF instructions by removing the reference to romantic partners and
relationships and only stated, “For each act, use the following scale to indicate how frequently
you performed the act within the past ONE year.” Items were rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale
(0 = Never Performed this Act; 1 = Rarely Performed this Act; 2 = Sometimes Perform this Act; 3
= Often Perform this Act). Internal consistency was acceptable during scale development (α
range = .40 - .87).
Sadism
The 18-item Comprehensive Assessment of Sadistic Tendencies (CAST; Buckels &
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Paulhus, 2013; Appendix D) assessed an “everyday” (subclinical) dispositional tendency to
enjoy hurting others or seeing them in pain. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 =
Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree). Three subscales were derived from the CAST: verbal
sadism (e.g., I enjoy making jokes at the expense of others), physical sadism (e.g., I enjoy
physically hurting people), and vicarious sadism (e.g., In professional car racing, it’s the
accidents that I enjoy most). The CAST had strong internal consistency in scale development (α
range = .83 - .89).
Psychopathy and Narcissism
The 6-item psychopathy and 9-Item narcissism subscales of the Short Dark Triad (Jones
& Paulhus, 2014; Appendix E) were used to assess narcissistic (e.g., Many group activities tend
to be dull without me) and psychopathic (e.g., Payback needs to be quick and nasty)
symptomology. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 =
Strongly Agree). Internal consistency was strong for psychopathy and narcissism in the
development sample (α = .73 and .78, respectively).
Masculine Honor Ideology
The 16-item Honor Ideology for Manhood Scale (HIM; Barnes et al., 2012; Appendix F)
measured a tendency to aggressively retaliate when manhood is challenged or reputation is
questioned (e.g., A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who
calls him an insulting name). It also measures the perception of “a real man’s” characteristics
(e.g., A real man never leaves a score unsettled). Items were rated on a 9-point Likert-type scale
(1 = Strongly Disagree; 9 = Strongly Agree). Internal consistency was strong in instrument
development (α = .92).
Right Wing Authoritarianism
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The 18-item short form of the Authoritarianism-Conservatism-Traditionalism (ACT)
Scale (Duckitt, Bizumic, Krauss, & Heled, 2010; Appendix G) measured attitudes favoring strict,
punitive social control (i.e., authoritarianism; e.g., The way things are going in this country, it’s
going to take a lot of “strong medicine” to straighten out the troublemakers, criminals, and
perverts), conformist social norms (i.e., conservatism; e.g., Obedience and respect for authority
are the most important virtues children should learn), and traditional values and morality (i.e.,
traditionalism; e.g., The “old-fashioned ways” and “old-fashioned values” still show the best
way to live). Items were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly
Agree). Internal consistency was strong in United States samples during scale development (α
range = .82 - .92).
Rape Myth Acceptance
The 19-item Rape Myth Scale (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995; Appendix H) measured
distortions about rape victims (e.g., When a woman is raped, she usually did something careless
to put herself in that situation), perpetrators (e.g., When men rape, it is because of their strong
desire for sex), and situations (e.g., Rape mainly occurs on the “bad” side of town) that are
generally false, but often widely and persistently held. Items were rated on a 7-point Likert-type
scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree). Internal consistency was strong in scale
development (α = .89).
Social Dominance Orientation
The 16-item Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle,
1994; Appendix I) measured the preference for social inequality (e.g., It’s OK if some groups
have more of a chance in life than others) and group hierarchy maintenance (e.g., Sometimes
other groups must be kept in their place). Items were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 =
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Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree). Internal consistency was strong in the development
sample (α range = .81 - .85).
Sexual Experiences
The 10-item Revised Sexual Experiences Survey-Short Form Perpetration (SES; Koss et
al., 2007; Appendix J) assessed a spectrum of unwanted sexually coercive and aggressive acts
since the age of 14. The original SES (Koss & Oros, 1982) was updated in 2007 to include
behaviorally specific acts and tactics (Koss et al., 2007). The SES assessed unwanted sexual
contact (e.g., frotteurism and removing clothing without consent), attempted rape, and completed
rape. Within each of these behaviorally specific questions, five tactic questions were asked,
which included coercion, taking advantage of an intoxicated person, threatening physical harm,
and using physical force. Two additional tactics were added to the SES in the current study to
assess the purposeful use of intoxicants to gain sexual access from an otherwise unwilling
victim. These added tactics were secretly giving them drugs or alcohol and encouraging them to
get drunker or more intoxicated. Respondents indicated if they have performed each of the acts
and tactics 0, 1, 2, or 3+ times. Missing values were assigned zero. Participants were also asked,
“Do you think you may have ever raped someone?” at the end of the SES (Koss et al., 2007;
Thompson, Swartout, & Koss, 2012). Reliability and validity has been extensively established
(e.g., Abbey, Parkhill, & Koss, 2005; Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Russell, 2016), and the SES is the
most widely used instrument for measuring sexual assault perpetration in college samples
(Thompson et al., 2012).
Procedure
Participant Procedures
Participants signed up for the study on the MTurk website (www.mturk.com). The study
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was limited to users in the United States with acceptable ratings on previous MTurk tasks. After
accepting the task, participants were redirected to the informed consent page on Qualtrics (a
survey-hosting website; www.qualtrics.com). After reading and giving informed consent,
participants completed the survey online through Qualtrics. The scale presentation order was
counterbalanced to control for order effects with the exception of the demographics
questionnaire, which always appeared first. When participants finished, they received a code to
enter on the MTurk website for payment ($1.00). The survey lasted approximately 30 minutes.
Analytic Strategy
The first step in the current research was to develop the Masculine Dominance Index. An
exploratory factor analysis was conducted with the expectation that three distinct, correlated
factors would emerge. Principal axis factoring with a Promax rotation (κ = 4) was used in the
exploratory factor analysis. After the exploratory factor analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis
utilizing structural equation modeling was conducted to determine if each item was contributing
unique variance to the respective subscale. Internal consistency was established with Cronbach’s
Alpha, with an acceptable alpha range operationalized as > .70 (DeVellis, 2017). Construct
validity was demonstrated by comparing Masculine Dominance Index scales to the Rape Myth
Scale, ACT Scale, and the five MRI-SF tactic scales. Evidence of convergent validity was
operationalized as r ≥ .30 (the lower threshold for a medium effect; e.g., Sink & Stroh, 2006;
Swank & Mullen, 2017). Evidence of discriminant validity was operationalized as r < .30 (Sink
& Stroh, 2006; Swank & Mullen, 2017). Fit indices were evaluated to determine overall fit of the
confirmatory analysis. Acceptable fit was operationalized as statistically significant paths and
covariances (p < .001), as well as CFI > .95 and RMSEA < .08 (< .05 is considered an
“excellent” fit; Garson, 2015). While it is preferable for the chi-square statistic to be non36

significant, that standard is difficult to meet in large samples (Garson, 2015).
After developing the Masculine Dominance Index, a structural equation model (SEM)
predicting sexual violence perpetration was tested. Five latent variables (two distal, two
proximal, one outcome) were constructed within the SEM. The first distal variable was
antagonistic preparedness, which had 4 factor loadings. One factor was the HIM index and three
factors were from the Disrespect Sensitivity Scale (respect importance, disrespect expectations,
and negative treatment vigilance). The second distal variable was malevolent personality, which
had five factor loadings: narcissism and psychopathy from the Short Dark Triad and verbal,
physical, and vicarious sadism from the CAST. One proximal latent variable was sexualized prey
dominance, comprised of the toxic masculinity, ambivalence in sexual situations, and puritanical
masculinity scales from the Masculine Dominance Index. The second proximal latent variable
was sexualized prey pursuit, comprised of the direct guarding, intersexual negative inducement,
intersexual positive inducement, intrasexual public possessiveness, and intrasexual negative
inducement factors from the MRI-SF. The sexual violence latent variable was the outcome, and
it had 7 factors: unwanted touching, attempted coercion, completed coercion, attempted
intoxicated rape, completed intoxicated rape, attempted rape, and completed rape. Paths were
drawn from the distal variables to both proximal variables, and the proximal variables were
conceptualized as mediators between the distal variables and the sexual violence outcome.
Figure 2 demonstrates the hypothesized model with factor loadings. After initial model
specification, non-significant paths and non-loading factors were trimmed from the SEM.
presented in Table 3.
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Figure 2. Hypothesized Structural Equation Model with Factor Loadings

After establishing the SEM, a risk analysis was conducted with the predictors in the final
SEM considered risk factors. For each of the risk factors, participants with the top 25% of scores
were categorized as high risk on that particular factor. The total number of high risk factors was
then calculated for each participant, and scores ranged from 0 to 13 (0 = No high risk factors; 13
= 13 high risk factors). Mean sexually violent acts were then charted as a function of total risk
factors to demonstrate the positive relationship between risk factors and mean sexual violence.
The relative risk of sexual violence perpetration as a function of total risk factors was then
quantified and demonstrated.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics and Rates of Sexual Violence
Means, standard deviations, ranges, and Cronbach’s alphas for all study variables are
presented in Table 1. Overall, 31.7% of participants (n = 210) reported perpetrating at least one
of the seven types of sexual violence. More than 28% of the sample (n = 189) indicated they
engaged in unwanted touching, 8% (n = 52) reported attempted coercion, 10% (n = 65) reported
completed coercion, 5% (n = 34) endorsed attempted rape, and another 5% (n = 36) indicated
they completed rape. The two categories new to this instrument were the rape by intoxication
variables, and 11% of men (n = 72) reported attempted rape by intoxication, while 14% (n = 91)
reported completed rape by intoxication. Note that the preceding rates of sexual violence were
not mutually exclusive. More than half of the sexually violent participants reported using
multiple tactics, as 42% of violent participants reported just one type of sexual violence, 22%
reported two types, 15% reported three, 8% reported four or five, and 13% reported using more
than 5 sexually violent tactics.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables
M

SD

Range

α

Toxic Masculinity

1.97

0.76

1.00—4.46

.91

Ambivalence in Sexual Situations

2.29

0.86

1.00—4.78

.87

Puritanical Masculinity

2.60

0.86

1.00—5.00

.75

Respect Importance

4.11

1.16

1.00—7.00

.82

Disrespect Expectations

3.82

1.01

1.00—7.00

.74

Neg. Trtmt Vigilance

3.90

1.12

1.00—7.00

.87

Direct Guarding

0.41

0.57

0.00—3.00

.86

Intersexual Neg. Inducement

0.53

0.53

0.00—2.80

.85

Intersexual Pos. Inducement

1.44

0.74

0.00—2.90

.90

Intrasexual Public Possessiveness

1.04

0.72

0.00—3.00

.80

Intrasexual Neg. Inducement

0.35

0.50

0.00—2.83

.83

Verbal Sadism

2.09

0.84

1.00—4.67

.79

Physical Sadism

1.55

0.74

1.00—4.60

.84

Vicarious Sadism

2.24

0.79

1.00—5.00

.78

Narcissism

2.55

0.65

1.00—5.00

.71

Psychopathy

2.16

0.67

1.00—4.44

.72

Masculine Honor Ideology

3.42

1.28

1.00—7.00

.94

Authoritarian

3.85

1.14

1.00—7.00

.76

Conservative

3.60

1.20

1.00—6.83

.82

Traditional

3.26

1.29

1.00—7.00

.81

Rape Myth Acceptance

2.13

1.10

1.00—6.68

.96

Social Dominance

2.72

1.20

1.00—7.00

.93

Unwanted Touching

1.14

2.71

0.00—21.00

.85

Attempted Coercion

0.26

1.06

0.00—8.00

.81

Completed Coercion

0.34

1.28

0.00—12.00

.86

Attempted Intoxicated Rape

0.47

1.79

0.00—13.00

.87

Completed Intoxicated Rape

0.58

1.91

0.00—16.00

.88

Attempted Rape

0.18

0.99

0.00—12.00

.91

Completed Rape

0.24

1.17

0.00—10.00

.92
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Masculine Dominance Index
Masculine Dominance Index items, means, and standard deviations by scale are
presented in Table 2. It was expected that the three hypothesized factors would be
intercorrelated, so Principal Axis Factoring with a Promax rotation (κ = 4) was used for the
exploratory factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). The 3-factor solution explained
approximately 68% of the variance, the Kaiser-Myer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy =
.957, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity χ2 (378) = 8291.54, p < .001. Factor loadings are presented
in Table 3.
The exploratory factor analysis findings were consistent with study hypotheses. Thus, the
Masculine Dominance Index items and scales were tested with a confirmatory factor analysis
using SEM. After specifying intercorrelations among error terms, the SEM was an excellent fit to
the data and all paths were statistically significant (p < .001), χ2 (280, N = 662) = 299.759, p =
.199, CFI = .998, RMSEA = .010, RMSEA 90% CI [.000, .019]. Figure 3 demonstrates the
results from the confirmatory factor analysis.
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Table 2. Masculine Dominance Index Items, Scales, and Mean Scores
Toxic Masculinity Scale
It would make me angry if my long-term partner told me about men she dated before me.

M
2.14

SD
1.14

4

There are really two types of women—"good girls” and “bad girls.”

2.07

1.16

6

Sexy women who say they are lesbians just need sex with a real man.

1.71

1.03

10

Most women who say they are lesbian or bisexual are just going through a phase.

1.90

1.09

14

When a man cheats, it just means his sexual needs are not being taken care of at home.

1.94

1.11

15

It makes me really angry when I flirt with a woman and she blows me off or acts like a snob.

2.07

1.18

16

This is a man's world.

2.20

1.21

19

I would expect my long-term partner to take care of my sexual needs, even if she isn't in the mood for sex.

2.31

1.23

22

A woman doesn't have the right to be angry if her partner cheats. She brought that on herself by not keeping him
sexually satisfied.

1.56

0.92

23

It makes me really angry when a woman acts like she's too good for me.

2.31

1.24

27

Women who tempt men into having sex with them make me angry.

1.98

1.09

30

Women who act better or smarter than men need a reality check, because this is a man's world.

1.62

0.96

32

It makes me angry when I flirt with a pretty woman and she says she's not interested because she's a lesbian.

1.74

1.01

1

Ambivalence in Sexual Situations Scale
I would enjoy kinky or rough sex with one-night-stands or casual dates, but I would never want to do that with my
long-term partner or wife.

1.98

1.13

2

3

Some women with tattoos and body piercings are sexy, but I don't want my long-term romantic partner to have
them.

2.38

1.27

11

"Bad girls" would be fun to have sex with, but I only want long-term relationships with "good girls."

2.53

1.28

13

I like to look at women who wear short skirts and/or tops that show cleavage, but my long-term partner should
never dress like that in public.

2.26

1.21

20

It turns me on to watch two women kiss and/or have sex with each other, but I wouldn't want a long-term partner
who did something like that.

2.41

1.29

21

I wouldn't mind having sex with women who party, but I could never marry a woman who parties often.

2.51

1.28

24

I would have sex with women who curse or use dirty language, but I could never be in a long-term relationship
with a woman who talks that way.

2.02

1.13

26

I would enjoy having sex with women who sleep around, but I want my long-term partner to be sexually pure.

2.26

1.24

28

I like looking at ads and commercials with women who dress slutty, but it would make me angry if my long-term
partner dressed that way.

2.22

1.17

5

Puritanical Masculinity Scale
It is a man's job to support his family financially and protect them from danger; it is a woman's job to take care of
the kids, keep the house clean, and cook meals.

2.38

1.26

8

So called “feminists” are obnoxious and annoying.

2.70

1.40

12

When a woman has tattoos, it really tells me something about her character.

2.55

1.26

18

Sometimes I can tell a woman is gay just by looking at her.

2.63

1.32

29

I consider myself old fashioned when it comes to long-term romantic relationships.

3.17

1.30

31

I want my long-term partner to be satisfied staying home while I work.

2.17

1.14

7

**Reverse Scored
I support equality and women's rights.

1.91

1.14

9

Smart, powerful women turn me on.

2.35

1.19

17

It's important for my long-term partner to have a college education if she wants one.

2.23

1.35

25

I want my long-term partner to be strong and independent.

2.06

1.13

Note. Items rated on 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree); **Reverse scored items failed to load on a scale and
were removed during factor analysis
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Table 3. Masculine Dominance Index Exploratory Factor Analysis (N = 662)
Scale
Ambivalence in Sexual
Toxic Masculinity
Puritanical Masculinity
Item
Situations
22
.877
-.021
-.231
32
.789
.029
-.111
30
.731
-.026
-.008
6
.715
.024
.057
14
.669
.057
-.011
10
.567
-.009
.248
15
.534
.058
.133
23
.467
.015
.247
16
.461
-.006
.169
27
.452
.130
.044
4
.348
.161
.236
19
.343
.039
.319
2
.301
.248
.111
1
.263
.723
-.314
11
-.136
.701
.215
21
.023
.657
-.001
20
-.112
.628
.070
13
-.059
.610
.214
26
.122
.608
-.056
24
.158
.583
-.060
28
.132
.479
.116
3
-.053
.444
.244
5
.233
-.104
.643
29
-.326
.139
.615
8
.157
-.008
.530
31
.214
-.061
.482
12
.168
-.016
.460
18
.183
.053
.328
Note. Three-factor solution; Extraction with Principal Axis Factoring; Promax rotation (κ = 4); Kaiser-MyerOlkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .957; Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, χ 2 (378) = 8291.54, p < .001; 68%
of variance explained by 3 factors; Bold = Factor assigned for confirmatory factor analysis.
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Figure 3. Masculine Dominance Index Confirmatory Factor Analysis
To test convergent and discriminant validity, Masculine Dominance Index scales were
compared to select measures from other studies of sexual violence. The construct of hostile
masculinity has been best captured by the belief in rape myths (e.g., Russell & King, 2016), and
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the Masculine Dominance Index scales are strongly related to that scale (r range = .51 - .73).
Right-wing authoritarianism reliably predicts sexist attitudes towards women (e.g., Sibley,
Wilson, & Duckitt, 2007), which is often a facet of the traditional hostile masculinity construct.
The Masculine Dominance Index puritanical masculinity was consistent with right-wing
authoritarianism, evidenced by the moderate relationships between it and the ACT scales (r
range = .42 - .45). Toxic masculinity (r range = .34 - .37) and ambivalence in sexual situations (r
range = .25 - .26) also had moderate relationships with that scale, albeit to a lesser degree.
Intersexual direct guarding (monopolizing a sexual partner’s time) and intrasexual negative
inducement (reporting to same-sex rivals that partner was undesirable) were moderately
intercorrelated with toxic masculinity (rs = .46 and .45, respectively) and ambivalence in sexual
situations (rs = .32 and .31, respectively), but had only minor relationships with puritanical
masculinity (rs = .27 and .23, respectively). Toxic masculinity had a moderate relationship with
intersexual negative inducement (attempts to make sexual partner jealous; r = .41), but the
ambivalence and puritanical scales had only minor relationships with that MRI-SF scale (rs = .26
and .29, respectively). Similar patterns were seen with a measure of a social dominance
orientation (rs ranging from .38 - .55).
Evidence of discriminant validity can be found in the Masculine Dominance Index scale
relationship with the intersexual positive inducement (giving a partner tokens, such as jewelry; r
range = .02 - .15) and intrasexual possessive public signals (signaling same-sex rivals that
partner is taken with gestures like hand holding; r range = .09 - .21). These findings demonstrate
the Masculine Dominance Index scales are functioning in a manner similar to the traditional
construct of hostile masculinity. The scales are related to some factors in the evolutionary
constellation of traits, but they are not the same construct. Table 4 summarizes the bivariate
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relationships between Masculine Dominance Index scales and comparable instruments.

Table 4. Correlations between the Masculine Dominance Index and Comparable Measures
Toxic
Ambivalence in
Puritanical
Masculinity
Sexual Situations
Masculinity
Intersexual Direct
Guarding

.462

.319

.272

Intersexual Negative
Inducement

.408

.261

.285

Intersexual Positive
Inducement

.039

.016

.154

Intrasexual Possessive
Public Signals

.170

.086

.211

Intrasexual Negative
Inducement

.445

.312

.231

Social Dominance

.549

.382

.456

Authoritarian

.338

.252

.445

Conservative

.360

.260

.444

Traditional

.370

.259

.422

Rape Myth Acceptance

.732

.502

.508

-

.696

.697

Ambivalence in Sexual
Situations

.696

-

.591

Puritanical Masculinity

.697

.591

-

Toxic Masculinity

Note. Bold = p < .001

Sexual Violence Prediction
The hypothesized SEM was constructed consistent with Figures 1 and 2. The model fit
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the data well, χ2 (205) = 596.29, p < .001, CFI = .965, RMSEA = .054, RMSEA 90% CI [.049,
.059]; however, the path from antagonistic preparedness to sexualized prey pursuit was not
significant (β = .06) and was removed. Disrespect expectations did not load on antagonistic
preparedness (β = -.04) and was trimmed. Positive inducement (β = .44), intrasexual public
possessiveness (β = .51), and intrasexual negative inducement (β = .55) did not significantly load
on sexualized prey pursuit and were trimmed. The revised model fit the data well, χ2 (139, n =
662) = 195.90, p = .001, CFI = .994, RMSEA = .025, RMSEA 90% CI [.016, .033]. It accounted
for 22% of the variance in the sexual violence outcome (Figure 4).
Risk Analysis
Overall, 13 observed variables indicated the four latent variables in the prey drive model
of sexual violence. These risk factors were used to assess risk of perpetrating sexual violence.
For each of the risk factors, the top 25% of participants were categorized as high risk for that
particular factor. A high risk factor total was then calculated for each participant, and scores
ranged from 0 to 13 (0 = No risk factors; 13 = 13 risk factors). Mean sexually violent acts were
then charted as a function of total risk factors to demonstrate the relationship between risk
factors and mean sexual violence. As demonstrated in Figure 5, there was a significant positive
relationship between risk factors and mean SV, F(13,648) = 11.35, p < .0001, d = .95. These
analyses demonstrate the likelihood of perpetrating sexually violence is enhanced by the number
of high prey drive risk factors. Six or more prey drive factors appears to be the threshold for
significantly increased relative risk, as the probability for being classified as sexually violent is
approximately three times as likely at that level and beyond.
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Figure 4. Final Structural Equation Model (N = 662)

Mean Sexually Violent Acts
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Figure 5. Mean Sexually Violent Acts by Number of Risk Factors

Table 5. Relative Risk of Perpetrating Sexual Violence by Number of Risk Factors
Sexual Violence
Number of Risk
No
Yes
Factors
(n = 452)
(n = 210)
Relative Risk
0

126

23

0.39

1

80

21

0.57

2

65

17

0.56

3

56

17

0.65

4

21

15

1.54

5

26

20

1.66

6

16

22

3.41**

7

14

17

2.61**

8

15

17

2.44**

9

16

12

1.61

10

9

14

3.35**

11

5

7

3.76*

12

3

5

3.59*

13
0
Note. ** = p < .01; * = p < .05.

3

15.03
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The term prey drive is found in canine training and breed-related literature, and it refers
to a dog’s willingness to engage in predation and competition. Average levels of prey drive are
desirable in most dogs, as it motivates them to chase squirrels, run agility courses, and play
games of tug of war. As prey drive increases, dogs become less companionable and more suited
for work in military and police units where their dominant behavior and obsessive hunt for
quarry can be sated in meaningful ways. Aggressive dogs often have too much prey drive,
however, and they are much more likely to violently attack any perceived threat or quarry that
approaches them or their territory. Although prey drive is rarely the subject of scientific inquiry,
it is understood that its primary characteristics are dominance and competitiveness (e.g., Wilsson
& Sundgren, 1997). The current research introduced prey drive theory and proposed similar
dominance and competitiveness underlies normal and abnormal aggressive responses in humans,
as well. This conceptualization of the prey drive theory and its related model of SV generated
several goals and hypotheses that were tested in the current research.
A model of male sexual violence against women was constructed for an initial test of
prey drive theory with the confluence mediational model (Malamuth et al., 1991) as the guiding
framework. The CMM is a feminist Darwinian, hierarchical model with unrestricted
sociosexuality and hostile masculinity directly predicting SV. The prey drive model of sexual
violence included a reconceptualization of hostile masculinity called sexualized prey dominance.
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A new instrument was developed for this construct called the Masculine Dominance Index. The
prey drive model had an evolutionary construct as a direct predictor of SV, as well, but instead of
the CMM’s unrestricted sociosexuality, the prey drive model used a group of mate guarding and
retention tactics called sexualized prey pursuit. The CMM included personality characteristics as
distal predictors, and their relationship with SV was mediated by hostile masculinity. The prey
drive model followed suit with a distal predictor called malevolent personality. Malevolent
personality included the sadism, psychopathy, and narcissism factors that have predicted SV in
the CMM. Unlike the CMM, all of these factors were included in the analyses to account for
both shared variance (i.e., the dark core) and unique variance contributed by each dark
personality type. Antagonistic preparedness was the final distal predictor in the prey drive model,
and it was conceptualized as a cluster of traits activating sexualized prey dominance and
sexualized prey pursuit. This constellation diverges from the CMM, which usually includes distal
factors like juvenile delinquency, childhood maltreatment (e.g., Malamuth et al., 1991), and
parental attachment (e.g., Russell & King, 2016).
One of the first study goals was developing a measure for the construct of sexualized
prey dominance. This was an important pursuit, as the range of instruments for hostile
masculinity is vast and varied, making intervention development challenging. The Masculine
Dominance Index was thus created to assess toxic masculinity, puritanical masculinity, and
ambivalence in sexual situations, which were expected to be important characteristics of
sexualized prey dominance. The first study hypothesis was that these three factors would emerge
in the factor analysis, which was supported. The Masculine Dominance Index’s factors
accounted for approximately 68% of the variance in the items, and these results were verified
with a confirmatory factor analysis. Convergent and discriminant validity analyses further
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supported the conceptualization of the Masculine Dominance Index. The three scales were
strongly related to rape myth acceptance, which is hostile masculinity’s most reliable predictor
(Russell & King, 2016). They were also closely related to right-wing authoritarianism, a
predictor of sexist attitudes towards women (Sibley et al., 2007). Sexism, authoritarianism, and
traditionalism are traits that have been implicated in the development of hostile masculinity (e.g.,
Russell & King, 2016, 2017a). The three scales had moderate relationships with some of the
mate retention and guarding scales that comprise the sexualized prey pursuit construct. As with
some traditional hostile masculinity instruments, they were not so closely related to these
evolutionary traits as to be aspects of the same construct. Moreover, the three new scales were
not correlated with some aspects of mate retention tactics like positive inducement (giving gifts),
which provides evidence of discriminant validity. The early tests of the Masculine Dominance
Index appear favorable, but rigorous follow-up should be conducted in future work to verify
these findings and to test it with more of the traditional hostile masculinity instruments (e.g.,
hostility towards women).
After establishing the validity of the Masculine Dominance Index, the prey drive model
of SV was constructed and tested. Prey drive’s sexualized prey dominance was expected to
directly predict SV in a manner similar to the CMM’s hostile masculinity. There was support for
this hypothesis, as the path to SV was significant and within the range of CMM findings,
although it was somewhat weak (standardized β = .18). These findings are encouraging for the
prey drive theory concept, although the weakness may be a sign that the Masculine Dominance
Index alone does not sufficiently capture the sexualized prey dominance constellation. Future
work should consider and test additional aspects of sexualized prey dominance.
Another goal of the research was to determine if the evolutionary behaviors from prey
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drive’s sexualized prey pursuit were consistent with the CMM’s unrestricted sociosexuality, and
the third hypothesis was that it would meet or exceed unrestricted sociosexuality’s performance
in CMM studies. There was considerable support for sexualized prey pursuit in the current study,
particularly in two of the MRI-SF’s five scales—intersexual negative inducement (attempting to
make a partner to feel jealous) and direct guarding (monopolizing a partner’s time/resources).
The strong relationship between sexualized prey pursuit and sexual violence (standardized β =
.37) exceeded unrestricted sociosexuality’s beta range of .19-.28. These are interesting and
seemingly important findings. Intersexual negative inducement and direct guarding predicts
intimate partner violence in long-term romantic relationships (e.g., Buss et al., 2000; Goetz et al.,
2008), but no known study has tested it in a model that includes casual or short-term
relationships. Since sexually violent men often misinterpret female non-sexual social cues as
“playing hard to get” (e.g., Abbey et al., 2011), it is possible this misperception triggers innate
mate retention tactics in some men. Future investigations should delineate between long- and
short-term relationships to determine if these behaviors are indeed present in casual interactions.
Another hypothesis of the current study was that both sexualized prey dominance and
sexualized prey pursuit would mediate the effect of malevolent personality on SV. There was
support for this prediction and it differed from the CMM findings where only hostile masculinity
mediates dark personality traits. The added path was anticipated in the prey drive model because
of the behaviors comprising sexualized prey pursuit. The dark tetrad personalities have a dark
core of callousness and manipulativeness. It was believed that the dark core would motivate
sexually violent men to use exploitative mate retention tactics (e.g., direct guarding) over
cooperative ones (positive inducement). This is fundamentally different from the CMM’s
unrestricted sociosexuality, which is essentially a static orientation that does not vary much
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throughout the lifespan (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). In comparison, sexualized prey pursuit
offers a range of behaviors that can either benefit both parties (a cooperative tactic) or just one
individual (an exploitative tactic). People with malevolent personality like sadism and
psychopathy are most likely to exploit others when given a choice.
Antagonistic preparedness was a new constellation that deviated from the CMM’s usual
childhood developmental factors, so there was limited guidance regarding its effects on the
proximal latent variables. These learned traits were expected to be mediated by both prey
dominance and pursuit in the prediction of SV, but that hypothesis found only partial support
since the path to sexualized prey pursuit was not significant. Thus, a learned hypervigilance to
masculine honor insults appears to trigger learned dominance behavior in sexually violent men,
but it does not affect mate guarding and inducement. Future work on non-sexualized prey drive
(e.g., non-sexual violence studies) should determine if antagonistic preparedness and malevolent
personalities function in a similar fashion.
The final prediction was that the prey drive model of sexual violence would account for a
similar amount of SV variance as CMM studies (≈ 26%). This hypothesis was not supported, as
the prey drive model only accounted for 22% of the SV variance in the model. A 4% difference
is seemingly nominal, but every percentage point is crucial in a research area like SV. This
shortcoming may be explained by several factors. First, most CMM studies use university
convenience samples, whereas the current study involved a community sample. Russell (2016)’s
SV research found significant differences between university and community samples, and that
difference may be evident here, as well. Additionally, the sexualized prey dominance is
somewhat weak relative to most hostile masculinity findings. As mentioned previously, it would
be helpful to include other aspects of dominance besides the malevolent masculinity traits from
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the Masculine Dominance Index. Finally, the differences in the models may be evidence of the
CMM’s superiority in predicting SV. The CMM is the most well-validated model of SV and it
has considerable empirical support (Russell, 2018). Indeed, the current research used the CMM
as a framework for developing the prey drive model. Future work should test other measures of
the prey drive constellations to determine the utility of this new theory in the prediction of SV.
Limitations
The development of the present study’s model and theory are not intended to suggest the
CMM is an inadequate model for predicting SV or that prey drive applies only to males. The
current study should be interpreted instead as the initial development and test of prey drive
theory. Prey drive theory proposes competition and dominance are dimensional, and they underly
normal and abnormal sexual and non-sexual aggression in both men and women. The prey drive
model of sexual violence was developed as one way to test prey drive theory in men. Follow-up
prey drive theory research will include SV perpetration in women and a range of non-sexual
violence perpetration in males and females. While the four prey drive constellations (prey
dominance, prey pursuit, antagonistic preparedness, and malevolent personality) will remain the
same, the indicators of those clusters will likely vary as a function of the type of violence under
investigation and the sex of the participants recruited for the study. In tests of female SV, for
example, the sexualized prey pursuit cluster would include indirect intrasexual competition
measures like derogating other females. This difference would take into account the female
tendency to use indirect mate guarding techniques instead of the direct mate guarding found in
men (e.g., Russell & King, 2017b). An instrument similar to the Masculine Dominance Index
would be developed for female sexualized prey dominance (e.g., the Feminine Dominance
Index), as well. Thus, one limitation of the current research is that it only considers sexual
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violence in males and its early studies may be less effective than the CMM in predicting SV.
The cross-sectional, self-report data used in this research is a limitation, as is the post hoc
modeling method. Longitudinal or experimental data are preferred over correlational, self-report
data, and the model fit likely signifies the maximum that would be achieved in future samples.
The online data collection method is another limitation of the current research. While online
studies are efficient and protect participant anonymity in SV research, there is considerably less
participant oversight.
Conclusion
The current study introduced prey drive theory, a new conceptualization of violence
perpetration adapted from the world of canine breeding and training. In dogs, prey drive is a
dimensional constructing referring to the animal’s willingness to engage in predation and
competition. Average levels of prey drive are adaptive in canines, and as prey drive increases,
the animal becomes more suited for work as search and rescue or police dogs. Too little prey
drive makes a dog less active, and the animal requires care from others (e.g., humans) to survive
evolutionary selection pressures. Too much prey drive makes a dog aggressive, and they may
violently destroy any perceived threat or quarry entering their domain. Prey drive theory
proposes humans have a similar dimensional prey drive trait that also manifests as competition
and dominance. While average levels are adaptive and provide the impetus to perform well at
work or school, compete for resources, and pursue mates, too much or too little prey drive is
maladaptive and results in inactivity or aggression, respectively. The present research was the
initial test of prey drive theory, and it proposed increasing levels of sexualized prey drive in
heterosexual and bisexual men results in the perpetration of sexual violence against women. The
prey drive model of sexual violence was constructed, and it had considerable support as a sexual
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violence theory. Although this initial model did not enjoy the same success as the confluence
mediational model, it did demonstrate that the four trait clusters could account for about 22% of
the variance in male sexual violence perpetration. Future work should replicate these findings, as
well as test prey drive theory’s utility in predicting non-sexual violence in both men and women.
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Appendix A
Masculine Dominance Index
2
4
6
10
14
15
16
19
22
23
27
30
32
1
3
11
13
20

Toxic Masculinity Subscale
It would make me angry if my long-term partner told me about men she dated before me.
There are really two types of women—"good girls” and “bad girls.”
Sexy women who say they are lesbians just need sex with a real man.
Most women who say they are lesbian or bisexual are just going through a phase.
When a man cheats, it just means his sexual needs are not being taken care of at home.
It makes me really angry when I flirt with a woman and she blows me off or acts like a snob.
This is a man's world.
I would expect my long-term partner to take care of my sexual needs, even if she isn't in the mood for sex.
A woman doesn't have the right to be angry if her partner cheats. She brought that on herself by not keeping him
sexually satisfied.
It makes me really angry when a woman acts like she's too good for me.
Women who tempt men into having sex with them make me angry.
Women who act better or smarter than men need a reality check, because this is a man's world.
It makes me angry when I flirt with a pretty woman and she says she's not interested because she's a lesbian.
Ambivalence in Sexual Situations Subscale
I would enjoy kinky or rough sex with one-night-stands or casual dates, but I would never want to do that with my longterm partner or wife.
Some women with tattoos and body piercings are sexy, but I don't want my long-term romantic partner to have them.
"Bad girls" would be fun to have sex with, but I only want long-term relationships with "good girls."
I like to look at women who wear short skirts and/or tops that show cleavage, but my long-term partner should never
dress like that in public.
It turns me on to watch two women kiss and/or have sex with each other, but I wouldn't want a long-term partner who
did something like that.

21
24

I wouldn't mind having sex with women who party, but I could never marry a woman who parties often.
I would have sex with women who curse or use dirty language, but I could never be in a long-term relationship with a
woman who talks that way.

26
28

8
12
18
29
31

I would enjoy having sex with women who sleep around, but I want my long-term partner to be sexually pure.
I like looking at ads and commercials with women who dress slutty, but it would make me angry if my long-term
partner dressed that way.
Puritanical Masculinity Subscale
It is a man's job to support his family financially and protect them from danger; it is a woman's job to take care of the
kids, keep the house clean, and cook meals.
So called “feminists” are obnoxious and annoying.
When a woman has tattoos, it really tells me something about her character.
Sometimes I can tell a woman is gay just by looking at her.
I consider myself old fashioned when it comes to long-term romantic relationships.
I want my long-term partner to be satisfied staying home while I work.

7
9
17
25

**Reverse Scored
I support equality and women's rights.
Smart, powerful women turn me on.
It's important for my long-term partner to have a college education if she wants one.
I want my long-term partner to be strong and independent.

5

Note. Items rated on 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree); **Reverse scored items failed to load on a
subscale and were removed during factor analysis
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Appendix B
Hostility towards Women Scale
Disrespect Sensitivity Questionnaire
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
1. People are always trying to make themselves look like they are better than you
2. Most people will respect you (R)
3. Lots of people will treat you badly if you’re not careful
4. People tend to respect you as much as you deserve to be respected
5. It’s best to act in a way so others know you should be treated right.
6. People want to make you feel like they are better than you
7. Signs that others disrespect you are everywhere
8. People tend to treat others in a kind and respectful way (R)
9. It’s more important to be respected than liked.
10. People tend to treat others with the respect they deserve
11. It’s important to pay attention to whether others disrespect you
12. A lot of people can be very disrespectful
13. People don’t need to worry about being respected by other people
14. People won’t respect you as much as you deserve, so you should make sure to show them
otherwise
15. If you look at other people’s faces, it is easy to see if they think you are less important
than them.
16. It’s important that people show that they respect you
17. It’s important to let people know that they should respect you.
18. If you are not careful, people will make you feel like you are no good
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Appendix C
Mate Retention Inventory-Short Form
Indicate how frequently you performed the following within the past ONE year:
0 = Never performed this act 1 = Rarely performed this act 2 = Sometimes performed this act 3 = Often performed this act

___1. Called to make sure my partner was where she said she would be.
___2. Did not take my partner to a party where other men would be present.
___3. Insisted that my partner spend all her free time with me.
___4. Talked to another woman at a party to make my partner jealous.
___5. Became angry when my partner flirted too much.
___6. Pleaded that I could not live without my partner.
___7. Told my partner that we needed a total commitment to each other.
___8. Pointed out to my partner the flaws of another man.
___9. Bought my partner an expensive gift.
___10. Performed sexual favors to keep my partner around.
___11. Made myself ‘‘extra attractive’’ for my partner.
___12. Complimented my partner on her appearance.
___13. Gave in to my partner’s every wish.
___14. Told my same-sex friends how much my partner and I were in love.
___15. Put my arm around my partner in front of others.
___16. Asked my partner to wear my ring.
___17. Told other men that my partner was a pain.
___18. Stared coldly at a man who was looking at my partner.
___19. Got my friends to beat up someone who was interested in my partner.
___20. Snooped through my partner’s personal belongings.
___21. Took my partner away from a gathering where other men were around.
___22. Spent all my free time with my partner so that she could not meet anyone else.
___23. Showed interest in another woman to make my partner angry.
___24. Threatened to break-up if my partner ever cheated on me.
___25. Told my partner that I was dependent on my partner.
___26. Asked my partner to marry me.
___27. Told my partner that another man was stupid.
___28. Took my partner out to a nice restaurant.
___29. Had a physical relationship with my partner to deepen our bond.
___30. Made sure that I looked nice for my partner.
___31. Displayed greater affection for my partner.
___32. Went along with everything my partner said.
___33. Bragged about my partner to other men.
___34. Held my partner’s hand while other men were around.
___35. Gave my partner jewelry to signify that she was taken.
___36. Told other men that my partner was not a nice person.
___37. Gave a man a dirty look when he looked at my partner.
___38. Slapped a man who made a pass at my partner.
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Appendix D
Comprehensive Assessment of Sadistic Tendencies
Verbal
1. I was purposely mean to some people in high school.
2. I enjoy making jokes at the expense of others.
3. I have purposely tricked someone and laughed when they looked foolish.
4. When making fun of someone, it is especially amusing if they realize what I'm doing.
5. Perhaps I shouldn’t have, but I never got tired of mocking certain classmates.
6. I would never purposely humiliate someone. (R)

Physical
1. I enjoy physically hurting people.
2. I enjoy tormenting people.
3. I have the right to push certain people around.
4. I have dominated others using fear.
5. I enjoy hurting my partner during sex (or pretending to).

Vicarious
1. In video games, I like the realistic blood spurts.
2. I love to watch YouTube clips of people fighting.
3. I enjoy watching cage fighting (or MMA), where there is no escape.
4. I sometimes replay my favorite scenes from gory slasher films.
5. There’s way too much violence in sports. (R)
6. I enjoy playing the villain in games and torturing other characters.
7. In professional car racing, it’s the accidents that I enjoy most.
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Appendix E
Short Dark Triad
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Narcissism
1. People see me as a natural leader
2. I hate being the center of attention (R)
3. Many group activities tend to be dull without me
4. I know that I’m special because everyone keeps telling me so
5. I like to get acquainted with important people
6. I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me (R)
7. I have been compared to famous people
8. I am an average person (R)
9. I insist on getting the respect I deserve
Psychopathy
1. I like to get revenge on authorities
2. I avoid dangerous situations (R)
3. Payback needs to be quick and nasty
4. People often say I’m out of control
5. It’s true that I can be mean to others
6. People who mess with me always regret it
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Appendix F
Honor Ideology for Manhood

1. A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who calls him an
insulting name.
2. A real man doesn’t let other people push him around.
3. A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who slanders his
family.
4. A real man can always take care of himself.
5. A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who openly flirts with
his wife.
6. A real man never lets himself be a “door mat” to other people.
7. A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who trespasses on his
personal property.
8. A real man can “pull himself up by his bootstraps” when the going gets tough.
9. A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who mistreats his
children
10. A real man will never back down from a fight.
11. A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who steals from him.
12. A real man never leaves a score unsettled.
13. A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who vandalizes his
home.
14. A real man doesn’t take any crap from anybody.
15. A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward another man who insults his
mother.
16. A real man is seen as tough in the eyes of his peers.
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Appendix G
Authoritarianism-Conservatism-Traditionalism (ACT) Scale
Conservatism (Authoritarian Submission)
1. It's great that many young people today are prepared to defy authority (R).
2. What our country needs most is discipline, with everyone following our leaders in unity.
3. Students at high schools and at university must be encouraged to challenge, criticize, and
confront established authorities (R).
4. Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children should learn.
5. Our country will be great if we show respect for authority and obey our leaders.
6. People should be ready to protest against and challenge laws they don't agree with (R).
Traditionalism
1. Nobody should stick to the "straight and narrow." Instead people should break loose and try
out lots of different ideas and experiences (R).
2. The "old-fashioned ways" and "old-fashioned values" still show the best way to live.
3. God's laws about abortion, pornography, and marriage must be strictly followed before it is
too late.
4. There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps (R).
5. This country will flourish if young people stop experimenting with drugs, alcohol, and sex,
and pay more attention to family values.
6. There is nothing wrong with premarital sexual intercourse (R).
Authoritarianism (Authoritarian Aggression)
1. Strong, tough government will harm not help our country (R).
2. Being kind to loafers or criminals will only encourage them to take advantage of your
weakness, so it's best to use a firm, tough hand when dealing with them.
3. Our society does NOT need tougher government and stricter laws (R.)
4. The facts on crime and the recent public disorders show we have to crack down harder on
troublemakers, if we are going preserve law and order.
5. Our prisons are a shocking disgrace. Criminals are unfortunate people who deserve much
better care, instead of so much punishment (R).
6. The way things are going in this country, it's going to take a lot of "strong medicine" to
straighten out the troublemakers, criminals, and perverts.
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Appendix H
Rape Myth Scale
Strongly Disagree
1
2

3

Neutral
4

5

Strongly Agree
6
7

1. When women talk and act sexy, they are inviting rape.
2. When a woman is raped, she usually did something careless to put herself in that situation.
3. Any woman who teases a man sexually and doesn’t finish what she started realistically
deserves anything she gets.
4. Many rapes happen because women lead men on.
5. Men don’t usually intend to force sex on a woman, but sometimes they get too sexually
carried away.
6. In some rape cases, the woman actually wants it to happen.
7. Even though the woman may call it rape, she probably enjoyed it.
8. If a woman doesn’t physically fight back, you can’t really say that it was rape.
9. A rape probably didn’t happen if the woman has no bruises or marks.
10. When a woman allows petting to get to a certain point, she is implicitly agreeing to have sex.
11. If a woman is raped, often it is because she didn’t say “no” clearly enough.
12. Women tend to exaggerate how much rape affects them.
13. When men rape, it is because of their strong desire for sex.
14. It is just part of human nature for men to take sex from women who let their guard down.
15. A rapist is more likely to be Black or Hispanic than White.
16. In any rape case, one would have to question whether the victim is promiscuous or has a bad
reputation.
17. Rape mainly occurs on the “bad” side of town.
18. Many so-called rape victims are actually women who had sex and “changed their minds”
afterwards.
19. If a husband pays all the bills, he has the right to sex with his wife whenever he wants it.
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Appendix I
Social Dominance Orientation Scale
1. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups
2. In getting what you want, it is sometimes necessary to use force against other groups
3. It’s OK if some groups have more of a chance in life than others
4. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other groups
5. If certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems
6. It’s probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at the
bottom
7. Inferior groups should stay in their place
8. Sometimes other groups must be kept in their place
9. It would be good if groups could be equal (R)
10. Group equality should be our ideal (R)
11. All groups should be given an equal chance in life (R)
12. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups (R)
13. Increased social equality (R)
14. We would have fewer problems if we treated people more equally (R)
15. We should strive to make incomes as equal as possible (R)
16. No one group should dominate in society (R)
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Appendix J
Sexual Experiences Survey—Short Form Perpetration
Instructions: The following questions concern sexual experiences. We know these are personal
questions, so we do not ask your name or other identifying information. Your information is
completely confidential. We hope this helps you to feel comfortable answering each question
honestly. Place a check mark in the box
showing the number of times each experience has
happened. If several experiences occurred on the same occasion—for example, if one night you
told some lies and had sex with someone who was drunk, you would check both boxes a and c.
Since age 14 refers to your life starting on your 14th birthday and stopping today.
How many
times since age
14?

1.

I fondled, kissed, or rubbed up against the private areas of
someone’s body (lips, breast/chest, crotch or butt) or removed
some of their clothes without their consent (but did not attempt
sexual penetration) by:
a.

b.
c.
d.
e.
2.

b.
c.

1

2

3+

0

1

2

3+

Threatening to physically harm them or someone close to them.
Using force, for example holding them down with my body weight,
pinning their arms, or having a weapon.

I had oral sex with someone or had someone perform oral sex
on me without their consent by:
a.

0

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread
rumors about them, making promises about the future I knew were
untrue, or continually verbally pressuring them after they said they
didn’t want to.
Showing displeasure, criticizing their sexuality or attractiveness, getting
angry but not using physical force after they said they didn’t want to.
Taking advantage when they were too drunk or out of it to stop what
was happening.

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread
rumors about them, making promises about the future I knew were
untrue, or continually verbally pressuring them after they said they
didn’t want to.
Showing displeasure, criticizing their sexuality or attractiveness, getting
angry but not using physical force after they said they didn’t want to.
Taking advantage when they were too drunk or out of it to stop what
was happening.

d.

Threatening to physically harm them or someone close to them.

e.

Using force, for example holding them down with my body weight,
pinning their arms, or having a weapon.
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How many
times since age
14?

3.

I put my penis, my fingers, or objects into a woman’s vagina or
butt without her consent by:
a.

b.
c.

4.

d.

Threatening to physically harm them or someone close to them.

e.

Using force, for example holding them down with my body weight,
pinning their arms, or having a weapon.

Even though it did not happen, I TRIED to have oral sex with
someone or make them have oral sex with me without their
consent by:
a.

b.
c.

Threatening to physically harm them or someone close to them.

.

e.

Using force, for example holding them down with my body weight,
pinning their arms, or having a weapon.

5.

Even though it did not happen, I TRIED put in my penis, my
fingers, or objects into a woman’s vagina or butt without their
consent by:

b.
c.

1

2

3+

0

1

2

3+

0

1

2

3+

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread
rumors about them, making promises about the future I knew were
untrue, or continually verbally pressuring them after they said they
didn’t want to.
Showing displeasure, criticizing their sexuality or attractiveness, getting
angry but not using physical force after they said they didn’t want to.
Taking advantage when they were too drunk or out of it to stop what
was happening.

d.

a.

0

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread
rumors about them, making promises about the future I knew were
untrue, or continually verbally pressuring them after they said they
didn’t want to.
Showing displeasure, criticizing their sexuality or attractiveness, getting
angry but not using physical force after they said they didn’t want to.
Taking advantage when they were too drunk or out of it to stop what
was happening.

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread
rumors about them, making promises about the future I knew were
untrue, or continually verbally pressuring them after they said they
didn’t want to.
Showing displeasure, criticizing their sexuality or attractiveness, getting
angry but not using physical force after they said they didn’t want to.
Taking advantage when they were too drunk or out of it to stop what
was happening.

d.

Threatening to physically harm them or someone close to them.

e.

Using force, for example holding them down with my body weight,
pinning their arms, or having a weapon.

6. Do you think you may have ever raped someone? Yes

No
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